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By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 11598) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry N. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11599) granting an 
increase of pension to A. P. Moore; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. -

By Mr. HARTMAN: A bill (H. R. 11600) granting an in
crease of pension to John Fleegle; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\Ir. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 11601) granting an 
increase of pension to Ellen Curley; to the Committee on In-
Yalid Pensions. _ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11002) granting an increase of pension to 
Mark A. Handy; to the Corp.mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 11603) 
granting an increase of pensiQn to Willi~m L. Taylor; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11604) _granting an increase of pension to 
Emeline E. Marming; to the Committee on Invali4 Pensions. 

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 11605) granting a pension to 
Katherine A. Belford; to the· cOmmittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. PICKETT: A bill ( H. R. 11606) granting an increase 
of pension to Joseph Richards; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Afr. REILLY: A bill (H. R. 11607) granting a pension to 
Jane Williams; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11608) granting an increase of pension to 
l\Iary Leary; to the Committee .on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R. 1160D) granting an increase 
of pension to William Ross; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. WILSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11610) granting a 
pension to Frances A. Francis; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By Mr. BARCHFELD: Papers in re bill granting an in

crease of pension to !}eorge Thompson, jr., late of Company K, 
First Regiment Pennsylvania Cavalry; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARNHART : Petitions of Thomas Bros., of Grass
creek, Ind., and merchants of Carlisle, Ind., protesting against 
the enactment of a parcels-post law; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, resolutions by Cigar Makers' Union No. 33, of Indian
apolis, l\Id., urging investigation of alleged kidnaping of John J. 
McNamara; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of merchants of Leesburg and New Paris, Ind., 
protesting against the passage of the parcels-post law; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of South Bend (Ind.) druggists, against the 
passage of House bill 8887; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of socialists of South Bend, Ind., against alleged 
kidnaping of J. J. McNamara; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.: Petition of numerous citi
zens of South Dakota asking for a reduction in the duty on raw 
and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and .Means. 

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of Rine & Ulsh, of Beavertown, Pa., 
favoring reduction in duty on raw and refined sugars; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARDNER of l\Iassachusetts: Resolutions from 
Salem Local, United Shoe Workers of America, protesting 
against the proceedings incident to the arrest of the secretary
treasurer and two other members of the International Bridge 
and Structural Iron Workers' Union for alleged complicity in 
the dynamiting of the Times Building at Los Angeles, Cal. ; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

Also, resolutions from Local No. 35, United Shoe Workers of 
America, of Marblehead, l\1ass., calling upon Congress for an 
investigation of the method of procedure in the arrest of John 
J. McNamara, general secretary-treasurer of the Structural 
Iron Workers, with a view to releasing McNamara if it is 
found that the arrest was unconstitutional; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petition of H. H. Story and 11 other residents of Merri
mac, Mass., favoring a reduction in the tariff duty on raw and 
refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By Mr. JAMES: Petition of citizens of Kuttawa, Ky., asking 
for a reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. MADISON: Petition of numerous citizens of Gray 
County, Kans., asking for reduction in the duty of sugar; to 
the Committee on Ways and .Means. 

By Mr. REILLY: Resolutions adopted by two associations 
of business men of Connecticut, protesting against the Sulzer 
parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. WHITACRE: Resolutions of Local Assembly No. 3, 
Watch Case Engravers' Association of America, protesting 
against methods used in arrest of John J. McNamara and otllers 
and indorsing the Berger resolution; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By l\Ir. WHITE: Affi.da,its suppo1'ting House bills 114GG and 
11468; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, evidence supporting House bills 11467, 11469, 11470, 
11471, 11472, and 11473; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

SENATE. 

WEDNESDAY, June 14, 1911. 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D., as 

follows: 
Almighty God, our heavenly Father, for this day, commemo

rative of the love and devotion which gave to our country the 
symbol of our liberty and of our Union, we render unto Thee 
sincere and humble tbanks. Keep alive, we pray Thee, in tlle 
hearts of this united people the fire of patriotic ardor. In 'l'hy 
grace grant that evermore this may be the land of the free 
because the home of the brave. And unto Thee who rulest 
over the kingdoms of men, and whose we are, and whom we 
serve, be all glory in earth and i'll heaven, now and f~rever 
more. Amen-. · 

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap
proved. 

ERADICATION OF CATTLE TICKS IN ALABAMA. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the Secretary of Agriculture h·ansmitting, in re
sponse to a resolution of the 11th ultimo, a memorandum set
ting forth in detail the operations of the Department of Agri
culture in the eradication of cattle ticks in the State of Ala
bama, which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to 
be printed. ( S. Doc. No. 47.) 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

Mr. CULLOM presented a memorial of Burritt Grange, Pa
trons of Husbandry, of Winnebago County, Ill., remonstrating 
against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the 
United States and Canada, which was ordered · to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union 
of Bellows Falls, Vt., remonstrating against the ratification 
of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States 
and Great Britain, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. · 

He also presented petitions of the Woman's Christian Tem
perance Union of Providence, R. I.; of the congregations of 
the .Methodist and Baptist Churches of Dighton, Mass. ; and 
of the National League of Commission Merchants, praying for 
the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between 
the United States and Great Britain, which were referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. . 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a memorial of Local Divi~ion 
No. 2, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Portsmouth, N. H., 
remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed treaty 
of arbitration between the United States and Great Britain, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Chicago Peace Society, of 
Illinois, praying for the ratification of the proposed treaty of 
arbitration between the United States and Great Britain, which 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. GRONNA presented a memorial of the congregation of the 
Seventh-day Adventists Church of Streeter, N. Dak., and a 
memorial of the congregation of the Seventh-day Adventists 
Church of Baldwin, N. Dak., remonstrating against the enforced 
observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District of Colum
bia, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citjzens of Westhope, 
N. Dak., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined 
sugar, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 
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Mr. PERKINS presented memorials of sundry citizens of 
Mountain View, San l\fartin, Morgan Hill, and Gilroyr all in 
the State of California, remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called Johnston Sunday-rest bill, which were 01·dered to 
lie on the table. 

Mr. BROWN presented sundry affidavits in support of the 
bill (S. 2010) granting an increase of pension to Ransom W. 
Bailey, which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented stl!ldry affidavits in support of the bill 
:cs. 2175) granting an increase of pension to Frank McDaniels, 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. · 
· Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of the Woman's Chris

tian Temperan<!e Unions of Providence, R. I., praying for the 
: ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the 
United States and Great Britain, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. NELSON presented. a memorial of the congregation of 
the Seventh-day Adventist Chuch of Owatonna, Minn., and a 
memorial of the congregation of the Seventh-day Adventist 
Church of Fergus Falls, Minn., remonstrating against the en
forced observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District of 
Columbia, which were ordered to Ile on the table. 

l\Ir. O'GORUAN presented. a rp.emorial of the Retail Mer
chants' Association of Buffalo, N. Y., remonstrating against the 
imposition of a stamp tax on proprietary medicines, whicii was 
ref erred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented memorials of Potsdam Grange, Sherman 
Grange, and Milierton Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, all in 
the State of New York, remonstrating against the proposed 
recipTOcal trade agreement between the United States and Can
ada, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. ROOT presented memorials of East Schuyler Grange, 
No. 576; Adams Grange, No. 391; Lake Plaeid Grange, No. 1171; 
Whitehall Grange, No. 922; Mendon Grange; Homer Grange, 
No. 834; St. Louis County "Grange; Delphi Grange; Treadwell 
Grange, No. 1169; Stockton Grange; Riga Grange, No. 168; East 
Fayette Grange, No. 40; South Dayton Grange, No. 213; Lenox 
Grange, No. 43; Jefferson County Grange; Phoenix Grange, 
No. 920; Scotch Bush Grange; Glendale Grange, No. 548; 
Wawarsing Grange, No. 956; North Hannibal Grange, No. 672; 
Texas Valley Grange, No. 972; and Friendship Grange-, No. 72, 
Patrons of Husbandry, all in the State of New York, remon
strating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement be
tween the- United States and Canada, which were ordered to 
lie on the table. · 

REPORT OF OOMMITrEE ON CLAIMS. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am directed by the Committee on Claims 
to return certain bills to the Senate, with the recomIIiendation 
tha.t they be indefinitely postponed (S. Rept. 64;, because the 
claims upon which they have been based have been sent to the 
Court of Claims, and are still pending there? and have never 
been reported back, so tha.t these bills have been prematurely 
introduced, while the claims are in the jurisdiction of the Court 
of Claims. 

The bills were indefinitely postponed, as follows : 
A bill ( S. 898) for the i:elief of James W & King on ; 
A bill (S. 961) for the relief of the heirs at law of E. IJ. Shu

ford, deceased ; 
A bill ( S. 966) for the relief of the Zion African Methodist 

Episcopal Church of Beaufor~ N. C.; 
A bill ( S. 967) for the relief of Grace Protestant Episcopal 

Church, of Plymouth, N. C.; 
A bDl ( S. 968) for the relief of Salem Methodist Episcopal 

Ohurch South, of Wayne County, N. C.; 
A .bill (S. 969) for the relief of Beulah Primitive Baptist 

Church, of Johnstown County, N. C.; 
A bill ( S. 970) for the relief of Spencer Etheredge, J.E. Berry, 

li.nd Charles Meekins, trustees of Roanoke Island Baptist 
Ohurch, ~oanoke Island, N. C.; 

A bill (S. 1266) for the relief of the heirs of William Samuel 
Custis; 

A bill ( S. 12GS) for the relief of Luther H. Potterfield; 
A hill ( S. 1269) for the relief of Bland Massie; 
A bill ( S. 1270) for the relief of John Henry Edwards ; 
A bill ( S. 12S2) for the relief of the estate of Branon Thatcher, 

deceased; 
A bill (S. 1287) for the relief of Norval Cox and heirs of 

Robert Rollins, deceased; 
A bill ( S. 1292) for the relief of Jam es H. Hottel; 
A bill (S. 1303) for the relief of the heirs of John A. Jones, 

deceased; 
A bill ( S. 1409) for the relief of the estate of Thomas W. 

Maides, deceased ; 
A bill (S. 1428) for the relief of Walter T. Dough; 

A bill (S. 1433) for the relief of E. M. Felts; 
A bill (S. 1440) for the relief of the heirs of John H. Rich

ardson, deceased; 
A hill (S. 171.S) for tlle relief of Clara D. Miller; 
A bill (S. 1740) for the relief of the heirs of John D. Raw

lings, deceased ; 
A bill (S. 1141) for the relief of the estate of Richard Wise

ma.n, deceased ; 
A bill (S. 1894) for the relief of A. M. Randolph and the 

other children and heirs of Robert Lee Randolf)h, deceased; 
A. bill ( S. 2049) for the relief of owners of property at Pop

ham Beach, Me., on account of depreciation in value of same 
by reason of the location of heavy guns at Fort Baldwin and 
the firing thereof; 

A bill (S. 2392) for the relief of the estate of Edward &d
sole, deceased; 

A bill (S. 2394) for the relief of Samuel H. Yarborough and 
estate of John Jones, deceased; 

A bill (S. 2395) for the relief of the heirs o.r estate o! James 
M. Alexander, deceased; 

A bill (S. 2401) for the relief of David C. and Daniel W. 
Reece, heirs of Andrew Reece, deceased; 

A bill ( S. 2404) for the relief of heirs or estate of 0. C. 
Blancit, deceased; 

A bill ( S. 2406) f o:r the relief of heirs or estates of Elbert 
H. Ellett and Malinda Ellet~ deceased; 

A bµI (S. 2407) for the relief of James Willia.ms; 
A biTI ( S. 2409) for the relief o.f Thomas Seymour; 
A bill (S. 2410) for the relief ot heirs or estate of Benjamin 

Lawler, deceased; and 
A bill ( S. 2690) for the relief of Alexander P. Hart, heir of 

Joseph Hart, deceased.. 
CLAIM OF THE METHODIST PROTEST.ANT ORURCH. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President, I submit a resolution from 
the Committee on Claims, referring a case to the Court of 
Claims, which was inadvertently omitted from the resolution 
passed at the aEt. session. I ask for its immediate consid
eratlon. 

The resolution (S. Res. 64) was read, considered by unani
mous consent, and agreed to, .as follows : 

Resoli·cd .• Th.at the bill (S. 1731) entitled "A bill for the relief of the 
Meth-0illst Protestant Church," now pending in the Senate, be, and the 
Sllmti is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims in pursuance of the 
provisions of an act entitled "An act to pTo-vide for the bringing of 
suits against the Government of the United States," approved March 3, 
1887, and commonly known ns the Tucker Act. And the said court 
shall proceed with the same in accordance with the provisions of such 
act and report to the Senate in accordance therewith. 

BILLS INTBODUClID, 

Bllls were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows. 

By l\Ir, SMITH of Michigan : 
A bill ( S~ 2751) providing for the erection of a post-office 

building at Hastings, Mich. ; to the Committee on Public Build
ings and Grounds. 

By l\fr. CULLOM: 
A bill (S. 2752) to correct the military record of Michael 

Fitzgerald; to the Committee on :Military Affairs. 
By Mr. BROWN: 
A bill ( S. 2753) authorizing the Winnebago Tribe of Indians 

to submit claims to the Court of Claims; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs; 

A bill ( S. 2754) granting an increase of pension to O. L. 
Cady; and 

A bill (S. 2755) granting an increase of pension to John 
Rosswork ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Ur. BUR:I\THAM: 
A bill ( S. 2756) granting a pension to Samantha Putney 

Spaulding; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. WETMORE: 
A bill ( S. 2757) granting an increase of pension to Catherine 

S. Wales; 
A bill ( S. 2758) granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 

Peck; and 
A bill ( S. 2759) granting an increase of pension to Hannah G. 

Edgar (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WARREN: 
A bill (S. 2760) to provide for the sale of the United States 

military reservation nt l! .. ort Walla Walla, Wash., and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. GUGGENHEIM: 
A bill (S. 2761) to amend an act approved. February Q, 1905, 

entitled "An act to a.mend an act approved July 1 1902, en
titled 'An act temporarily to provide for the ad..l.D.inistration of 
the affairs of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and 

( 
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for other purposes,' and to amend an act approved .March 8, 
1902, entitled 'An act temporarily to provide revenue for the 
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,' and to amend an 
act approved March 2, 1903, entitled 'An act to establish a 
standard of value and to provide for a coinage system in the 
Philippine Islands,' and to provide for the more efficient admin
istration of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on the Philippines. 

By l\1r. CURTIS: 
A bill ( S. 2762) to correct the military record of Archibald 

Craig; to the Committee on .Military Affairs. 
A bill ( S. 2763) for the relief of James P. Howe; and 
A bill ( S. 2764) granting a pension to Alta Breckenridge; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By l\Ir. FOSTER: 
A bill ( S. 2765) granting a pension to Clementine Chapman; 

to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas: 
A bill (S. 2766) to authorize the St. Louis, Iron Mountain 

& Southern Railway Co. to construct and operate a bridge 
across the St. Francis River in the State of Arkansas, and 
for other purposes ; to the Committee on Commerce. 

S1'ANDARD OIL CO. AND AMERICAN TOBACCO CO. 

Mr. POMERENE. .Mr. President, I desire to give notice that 
to-morrow, at the close of the routine morning business, I shall 
have something to say on Senate concurrent resolution No. 4, 
instructing the Attorney General of the United States to prose
cute the Standard Oil Co. and the American Tobacco CJo. 

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA. 

The VICE PRESIDENT .. The morning business is closed and 
the calendar is in order under Rule VIII. 

.Mr. PENROSE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 4412) to promote reciprocal trade 
relations with the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, so far as its result upon 
the vote of the Senate is concerned, we might properly omit 
any discussion of this subject and proceed to dispose of it. 
This measure will pass the Senate by a vote of nearly 2 to 1. 
It will be supported by the Democratic side of the Chamber as 
a party measure, expected by them to destroy the Republican 
policy of protection, and will be reluctantly supported by a 
considerable number of Republican Senators, whose reasons, I 
presume, , will be given in a mild form in the course of debate. 

I do not expect that my discussion will change a single vote 
in this body. I do expect, however, that I shall be able in the 
course of my remarks to establish beyond any possible contro
versy that the enactment of this pact into a law will grievously 
injure the agricultural interests of every Northern State and 
will benefit the agricultural interests of no State. I do expect 
to establish this fact so clearly that no Senator shall be able 
to excuse his vote for this measure on the ground that by so 
doing he does not strike a blow, and a hard blow, at that par
ticular industry; and that he must justify his vote, if at all, 
on the ground that some assumed national interest demands the 
sacrifice of the agricultural interests. 

In the discussion to-day I shall deal with only one phase of 
the question-the injury to the grain producers of the country. 
Other Senators will show the effect of this measure on other 
industries, and I shall at another time deal with other features 
of the bill. 

RECIPROCITY. 

Very shortly after the reciprocity agreement had been con
summated by the American and Canadian negotiators and its 
terms for the :first time made public I carefully read all its 
details. It seemed to me then to be so one-sided in its intended 
benefits and so harmful to the interests of the people of the 
State I represented and so, opened the doors for the admission 
of a Canadian product which I had long declared to our people 
to be the one great danger which continuously threatened their 
welfare, that I felt compelled to give immediate expression of 
my own views and those views which I had every reason to 
believe were held by the vast majority of the people of my 
State in an address upon the subject made February 25 last. 

I believe that this treaty, if enacted into law, would not only 
postpone for many years the consummation of a hope indulged in 
by the farmers of the country, a hope that had been held out 
to them by every speaker and writer who sought to secure and 
hold their votes for the protective policy of the country, but 
that its logical result would be to destroy the policy itself. 

And I knew, Mr. President, that either the political doctrines 
which I had held all my life were wrong or that this treaty was 
wrong. I knew that either the promises and encouragement 
which I had held out to the people of my State were ill-founded 
and illogical or that such promises and encouragement would 
be defeated by this measure. I must therefore either repudiate 
all I have advocated for years or oppose the consummation of 
this agreement. 

Mr. President, so insistent has been the declaration of the 
President of the United States, than whom a more courageous, 
honest, fearless, and patriotic President never lived, so earnest 
has been the support of those whom I know have at all times 
had the interest of the people of the Northwest at heart, in 
favor of this pact, that since making my former address I have 
tried to see if it were possible that my political creed or my 
prophecy has been bottomed on faulty premises. While I would 
much prefer to be both consistent and right, if the two will not 
harmonize, I will abandon the consistency. 

I have therefore faithfully attended every hearing before 
the Committee on Finance in which the question of the effect of 
this treaty upon agricultural interests was discussed. The evi
dence in respect thereto bas been very full, very interesting, 
and, to my mind, very conclusive. Most of the witnesses who 
gave their testimony before the committee were men who had 
made careful study of the question and were able to discuss it 
in all of its bearings. The questions propounded by members of 
the Finance Committee were for the most part pertinent and 
searching. The spirit which seemed to dominate the committee 
was the desire to get at the truth, and it seemed to me that 
ernry question asked by any Senator of any witness was pro
pounded for the purpose of eliciting information which would 
elucidate any theory or con<;lusion advanced or denied. 

The hearings having been completed, the matter comes before 
the Senate with a great array of facts and :figures. And if the 
evidence contained in these hearings has not bad the effect of 
changing previous convictions of the members of the committee 
or of those Senators who will take time to read them, it has at 
least . given them a vast fund of information which will enable 
them to refute erroneous conclusions. 

Mr. President, it is difficult for us to divest ourselves of the 
influences of our life's environments, and especially of those 
convictions engendered during the formative period of our ex
istence when we were :first brought face to face with a world 
into whose conflicts we were sometimes prematurely hurried by 
the necessities of our situation. 

Leaving a backwoods farm, the memory of whose hardships 
and limitations always touch into vibration e\ery chord of my 
sympathy, for an occupation of greater remuneration and 
broader opportunities, I am compelled to admit that I carry a 
degree of prejudice in favor of my early companions and of all 
those who labor in the fields, whether through inclination or 
because controlling conditions have chained them to the reluc
tant soil. I start out in this argument with a con\iction that 
nev er within the period of r ecorded history, never since cities 
were known, has the tiller of the soil lived on a plane .of 
equality, measttred by comforts, luantries, or opportunities, with 
the dwellers of the cities, and that the w ealth and grandeur of 
the cities of to-day represent a tribute exacted from the tillers 
of the soil. I have the abiding convktion that there is a wrong 
to be righted, and that it can only be righted by increasing the 
profits of counh·y occupations to an extent that they will equal 
the profits of city occupations and trades so far as govern
mental agency can properly and constitutionally bring about 
such a result. · 

The earnings of the one class above that which insures com
fort and reasonable recreation leads it into excesses and osten
tatious show and rivalry that destroys every :fiber of sturdy 
character. The meager earnings of the other, the denia 1 of 
proper comforts, rest, recreation, and hygienic conditions must 
be detrimental to his highest welfare. A more fair and equi
table balance of the income and the expense of each would be 
most healthful and beneficial to both. 

Mr. President, we arrive at most of our conclusions in life 
through our sense of observation, and we acquire cert.a.in con
victions that can not be shaken by any sort of statistics. But 
if we do study those statistics in the light of all surrounding 
conditions we will :find that they will generally agree with 
what our observation teaches us. We know, for instance, that 
the majority of people live according to their means; that 
most people 'Yho have means to live in palaces do not live in 
hovels; that most people who have means to array themselves 
in fair and becoming fabrics do not dress in a shabby and 
slovenly manner; that most people who have means to tr:ivel 
do not tie themselves forever within the walls of their own 
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homes. And when I go through this ·country and compare the .Alberta, Saskatchewan, and l\Ianitobn grain fields. I believe 
:rre-rnge fa:rm home with the average city home-and we al- we mil have that increase whether we have reciprocity or not. 
wars are forced to :deal ·with averages-when I compare the We ar.e at _present _supplying the demand of that section even 
home furn-itnre of the one with the ·other, the shabby and with the Canadian tariff to be crrercome. With that tariff off 
meacrer e1othinP' cl the one with the ·other, the hours of labor the Canadian field may be a little more inviting. But will there 
of the one with the -other, the opportunities and environments not be an increase of agricultural importations from Canada 
of the one with the other, the expenditure fo.r luxuries and that will more than r0ffset the iexporbltion of all manufactured 
unnecessaries of the one with the other, I know that the articles into Canada? 1 feel eertain this will be the result 
farmer and tb:e :f::lxmer's family receive far less for their .My investigation leads me to the conclusion that there will 
labor than any 1other ·equally intelligent w-orh.JJlell in the Unifod be .an immediate increase in the importation -0f Canadian pota
Sta tes. loes, hay, barley, flax, whea:t, oats, considernMe dail.'y products, 

.And I .fur:ther know, .1\Ir. President, thn.t the economie laws, and some cattle, and that in the grain trade there will be an 
whether of ancient or modern birth, whlch allow~ ar, at least, ,ever-inereasing supply from Canada as her new lands are be
in this age of general <e:nllighteument permit, this condition to ing brought under the plow and onr old lands are becoming 
:remain, needs ome amendment. I know we can not by Jegis- less productive. One thing is certain, and that is, if our prices 
lati e enactment :remore great natural barriers or utterly over- of ce.r~al iu·od.ucts eonthme on this .side o0f the line to be higher, 
.come the great ec.on:omic laws oi the world's 1mpply and de- as they are to-day, than on the Canadian line, Canada will e:x:
mand as they affect the ;general le"vel -of \alnes. But I d.o know port heavily into this country nntil such exportations produce 
that e1ery great :eauntcy through. lts revenue laws does, and a level IQf prices. .It may :be that after the level has been mce 
purposely ,does, affect the Talue of the products -Of its impor- 'Obtained ;and there wm be no object in further importing from 
tant industries within .tit -0wn borders and does protect, stimu- CaIUl:da into th:i.B country, the prjces on both sides of the tine 
late, and make profitable industries which -otherwise reould net being substanfuilly the s:ime, Crtnadian p1·oducts will go di
stand .the test of international ,eo-mpetiti-0n. And to that -ex- rectly to .Eur9'pe instead <>f the United States. But the fact 
tent I inrnke legisla.tion fav.oring the American farmer. If I that she will have an .enormous surplus for .exportation, ready 
ean raise his financial condition so that his life will .mO're , to be dumped into -Our markets the moment our prices r·ise above 
nearly correspund with the life of the aver.age inhabitant of the hers, will have the srune effect in kee_ping our prices on a plane 
cities, I want to do so. If I can make farming more remu- -with hers as though she were actually lm_porting into this coun· 
nerative by law, I want that law. try. 'This is so .obvious that it neeas no elucidation. 

If any of you believe that the farmer of this country is to- And I might suggest as a further fact along this line that 
day reeeiving his prop-orti-0nate share ·Of income for his labor there are two ways of increasing our balance of trade-one 
and C..'lpital empley.ed, you will be justified in saying by rour iby ine1-easing our exports :md the other b-y diminishing our im
vote tha.t he shall ha:ve no greater reward for hls industry; and ports; or, expressed ii_n -Oth-e-r words, by b-uying our own _pr-od
if you beliel'"e that his _prosperity' for the next century sh'Ould nets from our .own iJ!eople instead of buying them abroad. A 
not be superior to the .PJ.'Ospetity of the aver:ige grain produeer dollar .expended ftt home is a1ways a dollar saved for home; 
of the wor-ld, you will be justified m rnting .for this .reciprocity and a -Oolla.r -sa-ired is always -equtvalent to a dollar earned. 
agr~ment, because the certain effect -0f th~ vote will be to The Liberal P:rrty -0f Canada supports this treaty -on the 
fix his status on that plane. ground, and almost the only gro«Ed, that the American mar-

.Mr. President, the farmer ooy who, driving his broken :and rkets will afford them a field f-Or vast e:x:portatfons of 11gricul
heavy horses with his load of vegetables 'Or co1·dwood for dty tural products. The northwestern ;farmers of Canada isuppart 
consuIIlJ}tionJ reverentially turns aside to yield the road to this J)aet for the same rrea: n that the no-rthwestern American 
hlgll.-br-ed steeds glittering harness, and spotless carriage, or farmers .oppnse it. 
who, by aceideRt, may get a -glimpse, thwugh folds of silken In ms ~ddress to the Canadian Parliament :on Ma:rch '7, 1911, 
tapestry, into some parlor who.se shining Jl-Oor he feels would Sir Wilfrid Ln.1!1r-ier said.: 
~e .P:'<>faned by his .~p, ~y justly be ·excused ~ h~ ~es f~l I stated a -moment ago that the agreement we made ls simp]y to get 
m his heart the stirrmg birth -0-f some v.ague, mdefimte hope better prioes for the products '{If "the C'P.JL'ldtsn farmer. ThiB is a propo
tha.t some day, some way, the w.alls of his <0wn little cottage sition so o~>io-ns tha~ I .:im surprised that 1t sl!ould have recelv~ the 
)Ilay be broadened and heightened and all his shabby surround- . treatment it has received on the part 'Of ou.r foends on the outside. 
ings brought to a higher degree -0f beauty, with its influence It 1s perfectly :ob"ious to the Canadian 'Statesman that Cana.
for refineme:nt and culture. And I, who ha-v:-e followed this lad dian farmers '\Vill get better prices f'o-r th{?ir products, but it is 
and Jrnow every impul-se of his heart, may also be pard0ned if n-0t ·at all ·obtlous to the supporters -0f this agreement that the 
I approach this subject from his standpoint and .actuated by a American farmers must therefore Teceive less for their products. 
desire to hel_p hlm and all those who live his life to r-ealize to W111 .some of th-ese mathematically inclined ·supporters of this 
.some extent these hopes and aspirations. proposition demonstrate to me how it is :possible for the Cana-

111'. President, I am not unmindful o.f some ,of the broad and -dian farmer to .get more for his ·products by sending them into 
statesmanlike reasons which guide the minds of many in sup- th-e United States if the prices :are not higher in tbe Pnited 
porting thifl reciprocal trade agreement. No one can d-eny that 'States! And if it is true, as I barn always supposed it was 
one of the principal factors that enter into national prosperity mathematically true, that increa-se of '<]uantity in a given mnr
is the element of balanee of trade. Nor is there any denial of ket tends to decrease prices, bow is it possible fo-r the Canadi:an 
the truth that as our agricultural surplus dwindles by reason of farmers' products to come into this -eo11ntry in any great quan
home consumption our balance of trade will decrease. In tities-such quantities as would greatly benefit the -Canadian 
this eonneetion it may also be doubted whether our ma.nu- farmers-without te:s.din-g to reduce the value of tlle American 
factnrers will be long ab1e to compete in the world's market -:products? Whatever may have been the vi-ews 'Of the American 
with th-e more cheaply pl'Oduced articles of Great Britain Ger- negotiators, this Oanadian statesman declares the agreement 
many, or Japan. With our exportation of food products ~ow- ' was made simply to get better prices for the products <0f the 
ing less an:d our .suprema.~y in the exportation of manufactured Canadian farmers. He could not get better prices unlet:jS the 
articles being very doubtful, w-e may well consider how we American prices a.ver~ge 'hig~er than the Cana~i::m p~ices, and 
shall be able to maintain that balance of trade which has "iven he could not get his higher prices from the .A:mermm Slde unless 
us our great pros_perity-during most of the last 4-0-years. These the produets were export~ from ci:~da into _this country. So 
trade conditions may justify those in -supporting this bill who I hal'e st~ong support m my pes1t1-0n, ou~de of facts and 
belieY-e that by this treaty we shall be able to considerably figures wru~h I will produce to demonstrate 1ts conectness, in 
ine.rease the exportation of our manufactured _products without the well-weighed and carefully worded sentences of the Cana
materially affecting our agricultural exportations or the value dian premier. 
of the home product. And it is also evident that the Canadian 'Statesman bel1eved 

Mr. President, we shall need the baillnce 'Of trade. But wm tha.t the ndmntage was all with Canada; that whi1€ Canada 
this .agreem-ent, if enacted into law, increase our balance of would increase her exports of agricultural p:roduets into this 
trade with Canada? If it w.ill, will that increase be purchased country, we would not materially incr se the exportation of 
at too great a price? If it will inerease our balance of trade, manufactmed products into Canada, e._cept possibly the -agri
·of course we will all reap some benefit from it. It n:tay be c-ltural implements which I h:rrn menti-oned; fo.r in the same 
small, but ev-ei·y dollar of a balance of trade means .something nddress he highly complimented the Oaru dian minister for
to erery American citizen. using .'his exact wrmls---hat,,-i1tg obtained from onr neighbors such 

It may incre se our exportations -0f farm machinery. As the u11t ·adwntagcous arrangem.ent an.d having obtained it without 
Canadian Korthw-est develops, as it will undoubtedly enor- tliie .8flerifice of any Oan.Mlian interests. If I remember rightly, 
mously de-relo_p in the next decade, there will ·be a correspond- the :only thing h-e admitted we might gain ad'f'antage in was 
ing increase in the exportation of til1'Jll machinery for the in the exportation of our 'farm machinery. 

I 
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Thus, then, do my views accord with the views of the Liberal 
Party of Canada, that we will not increase oti.r balance of trade 
by this agreement, but, on the contrary, will diminish it, and 
Canada will increase hers. 

Again, it is urged by our President, and I believe not without 
some justification, that now is the accepted time to enter into 
such oommercial relations with Canada as shall assure to us 
the Canadian trade. "Now or never." In using these last words, 
with considerable emphasis, the President undoubtedly had in 
mind the great efforts on the part of Great Britain to secure 
more close political and commercial relations with her colonies. 
The effort of Joseph Chamberlain to bring about such a condi
tion is recent history. Representation in the British Parlia
ment by Canada would undoubtedly place the home Government 
in a 6etter position to secure preferential rates with Canada 
than it at present occupies. But, Mr. President, unless Canada. 
should surrender her autonomy entirely, which I do not believe 
she will do under any sort of an agreement with Great Brita.in, 
I shall still have faith in the continuing power of that element 
of human nature which we call selfishness. With her enormous 
surplus at our door we need have no fears that she will not be 
most glad to avail herself of the opportunity to enter so near a 
market wheneyer our diminishing home supply will justify 
us in op~g that door. I shall still believe that a people with 
3,000 niiles of imaginary border line will always :find means to 
enter into advantageous commercial relations when such rela
tions can be demonstrated to be of advantage to both and 
without :hljury to the great industries of either. But the basis 
of such a commercial relation ought to be reciprocally just, 
one which should not surrender the interests of one great class 
of people of either counb·y for the benefit of another great 
class. 

But, Mr. President, I should feel compelled to vote against 
this measure for another most potent reason, even though I had 
some aeubts, which I have not, of the correctness of my position. 
I know that the people of my State, not by a bare majority, but 
in oYerwhelming numbers, are bitterly opposed to the ratifica
tion of this agreement, and a Tote in its fal"or would do extreme 
viQlence to their views and wishes. I know it is said by many 
that the farmers are not so much exercised about the matter as 
we are lead to believe. I have, however, taken great pains to 
ascertain the sentiment of the farmers of my State, and I know, 
as I have said, that they are overwhelmingly and extremely 
bitter ngainst this Canadian reciprocity. 

Mr. President, I have for years been preaching to the farmers 
of my State this doctrine: You are not receiving your full 
a.hare of American prosperity; you are not receiving for your 
labor, hour for hour, anything like equally intelligent labor is 
receiving in other vocations; you are selling the products of your 
farm, the result of your labor, in an unprotected world's mar
ket and in competition with the farm products of the world, 
while everything which you purchase has an artificial and en
hanced' value, due to protective duties and th~ higher prices 
allowe• for the labor employed in producing it. You can not 
remedy this by depriving others of their protection, for in doing 
so you will destroy your best market-the home demand. If 
you should put the laborers engaged in manufacturing on an 
earning basis equal only to that of the labor of the whole world, 
you would thereby decrease their purchasing power and dimin
ish their ability to purchase your products. And what is still 
worse, by closing their mills you would send your own money 
abroad to be expended by a foreign people in the purchase of 
foreign products. 

You are laboring under what is always a material disadvan
tage and a price depresser, namely, a surplus. The great ques· 
tion for you is how to get rid of that surplus. There are two 
ways of eliminating it~ne by producing less; the other by 
increasing consumption. You have the land. -It is particularly 
adapted to production. You can not allow that land to be non
productive or to produce that which gives you no profit. It is 
far better for you to increase the home consumption to take 
care of that surplus, and maintain a living price, than to decrease 
your p1otluction. You also know that a home market has a 
greater influence in maintaining good prices, even though It 
may not take all of your surplus, than has a foreign market. 
The home consumption always reduces the volume of the sur
plus which otherwise would have to enter in competition with 
the world's production. The smaller the surplus the greater 
the v~.lue per unit. 

Now let us look this condition straight in the face and see 
what is the best future policy for us as farmers. We can start 
onr investigation with this assured fact: There is a natural 
limit to acreage and production; there is no natural barrier 
which will limit increase of population. Our population will go 
right on increasing, but when OUI' available acreage is all con-

verted into productive soil we can not add to that acreage. We 
may increase within limits the productiveness of each acre, but 
we can not increase the number of acres. It needs no expert 
mathematician to demonstrate that consumption will soon over
take production, and that your surplus will soon be wiped out. 
When we began to turn the sod of the prairies lying west of the 
Mississippi and east of the desert plains, we had a vast empire 
of fertile land to convert, and for a. while production kept more 
than apace with consumption. Prior to 1870 we were producing 
about 250,000,000 bushels of wheat annually. In the seventies 
there was a wonderful migration to these western lands. In 
the later seventies we began to see the result of this western 
settlement Within a \ery few years our wheat production 
mountoo up to the 500,000,000-bushel mark. Since 1880 the 
increase has been very gradual. We can therefore take 1880 
as the beginning of the era of the greater wheat production in 
the United States and use it as a proper basis for computation. 
In 1880 our population was, in round numbers, 50,000,000 and 
our wheat production 498,549,868 bushels. In 1910 our popula
tion was 92,000,000 and our estimated wheat production 
675,000,000 bushels. In the last 30 years, therefore, our popu· 
lation has increased 83 per cent and our wheat production only 
54 per cent. In a few years we will probably reach a stationary 
period in the production of wheat Our best statisticians and 
those who have given the matter very great study believe that 
we can not, under present methods of farming, raise on an aver
age more than about 700,000,000 bushels of wheat per annum. 
We will, of course, place some new lands under cultivation, but 
old lands which have heretofore been used for wheat raising 
must necessarily be used for other purposes. 

Onr per capita consumption of wheat is now about 6! bushels. 
If our maximum production of wheat is 700,000,000 bushels it 
would supply the needs of 107,000,000 people, in round numbers. 
In other words, when our population is 107,000,000 wheat pro
duction and consumption will be equal. How long will that be? 
Two converging lines must sooner or later meet, and the period 
of time in which they will meet depends upon the velocity by 
which they are continued and the de.gree of their convergence. 
A glance at our population statistics shows that from 1890 to 
1900 we increased 21 per cent. From 1900 to 1910 we increased 
21 per cent. We may naturally assume that we will increase 
in the next 10 years at the same rate. This would be ru:i in
crease of 2.1 per cent per year. The population in 1910 was, in 
round numbers, 92,000,000. Ninety-two million from 107,000,000 
leaves 15,000,000. Two and one-tenth per cent of 92,000,000 is 
1,932,000, the increase in one year. Dh·iding 15,000,000 by this 
average yearly increase, we have eight years. Therefore, at the 
present rate of increase in population and with an increase of 
our wheat production up to an a werage of 700,000,000, consumP
tion and production will equal each other in 1918, or seven 
years hence. 

In the year 1918, then, your crop will sell for the world's 
price, plus the tariff. If your tariff is 25 cents a bushel on 
wheat, you will receive 25 cents a bushel more than the world's 
price, and so of flax and barley, unless there should be a short
age in the world's supply. But if the tariff wall is broken 
down between this country and Canada the enormous Canadian 
surplus will certainly bring your production to the level of the 
world's price. 

There, however, will b.e no danger of any food famine, be
cause, first, there will be hunnreds of millions of bushels on our 
border line seeking admission ; and, second, wheneyer the price 
of our product will justify the expense of more intensi\e farm
ing we can for a. century at least keep up with our increasing 
home demand. 

So, l\Ir. President, even though we were receiving no benefit 
from our present protective duties the future welfare of the 
farmers of wheat, barley, oats, and :flax demands the mainte
nance of the present protective law. That, Mr. President, is 
what I have been praying for. I hoped to li'°e to see the day 
when production of wheat in this country might be a little less 
than the home demand, just sufficiently less to giye the farmer 
the .full benefit of protection. I know that when that time 
arrives the farmer will be receiving a price for his product that 
will give him for his labor a Y-alue greater than he has ever 
received before, a value that will place him on a more equal 
earning plane with his brothers of the city. 

This has been my doctrine, this has been my hope, this is 
what I have preached to the farmers of the Northwest, and as 
a representati\e of the farmer constituency, believing in the 
correctness of my doctrine and holding the convictions which I 
do, that the compensation for farm labor should be materially 
raised and not lowered. my moral duty is to vote against this 
treaty. 
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Even if we admitted that the .American market is now no 
better than the Canadian market, still we must answer that ns 
soon as consumption overtakes production in this country we 
will reap an advantage, and that advantage is what we have 
earned and what we have been promised as a compensation for 
our sacrifices for the general principle of protection during the 
last 40 years. 

But, Mr. President, we are to-day and have for several years 
been receiving better prices in the Northwest for our cereals 
because of the protection accorded us. 

And I come now directly to the question: Does the present 
tariff secure to the American farmer a price for his products 
greater than that which the Canadian receives, and greater 
than what he would receive without the duty, or is his price 
fixed by the export value of his product? Is it the home demand 
qr the foreign demand that governs his values? 

l\fr. President, let me give one rule governing commercial 
values which I believe is most comprehensive and most nearly 
correct. That is this: The general level of the value of staple 
products, the common necessaries of life, is governed by the 
world's supply and demand. But whether prices are above or 
below that level in particular sections of the world depends on 
many extraneous conditions, such as local supply and demand, 
freight, course of trade, and character of the particular staple 
produced. This general level of wheat prices, for instance, is not 
fixed by Liverpool, Hamburg, or Chicago. If the world's sup
ply shows an overabundance it depresses the price everywhere. 
If there is a JVOrld's shortage every market in the world re
sponds in a higher general level of prices. 

But while this world's supply and demand affects the general 
level of values, it .does not bring every market on the same level. 
If the demand in a particular section is greater than the product 
in that section its prices will be above the world's level of prices. 

Mr. President, the error of many men who discuss this ques
tion is that they fail to take into consideration those secondary 
influences which often are of more value than the primary cause 
of supply and need. 

When they consider the subject of wheat, they will say to us: 
We raised thi.s year, say, 650,000,000 bushels of wheat; we need 
for home consumption 600,000,000 bushels ; we therefore must 
export 50,000,000 bushels; and i.f that 50,000,000 bushels must 
compete with the world's markets, it fixes the price of the whole 
of the product of this year. With this simple and academic 
course of reasoning they close their investigation and refuse to 
be convinced of thei.r error. · 

Let me illustrate how easily thei.r philosophy may be shat
tered. In their mind's eye they see a great bin of Amert.can 
wheat holding 50,000,000 bushels, designated surplus. They 
never stop to ask where this bin is located, whether it is at New 
Orleans, San Francisco, or Minneapolis; they never ask what 
particular kind of grain makes up the bulk of this surplus; they 
never ask in what particular section is the bulk of this grain 
raised; they never ask where is the field of consumption for this 
particular kind of grain; they never stop to figure out whether 
the surplus of one kind of wheat raised in one particular sec
tion will affect the price of another kind of wheat raised in 
another section; they lose sight of the size of their country, and 
the particular territory whicb produces certain kinds of grain. 
It never occurs to them that there may be an insufficient supply 
of No. 1 northern _ wheat to meet the milling demand of one 
section and that the millers must mix all they dare of a softer 
wheat from another section to supply this deficiency; it never 
occurs to them that this 50,000,000 bushels of surplus is not 
in one bin located at one point, but in several large bins located 
hundreds and even thousands of miles apart, and also many 
smaller bins, each holding its particular species or grade of grain 
and representing the special product of a particular section 
wt.th outlet only at a particular port; i.t never occurs to them 
that one bin may be located at San Francisco with its particu
lar kind of soft wheat, one at Minneapolis with its No. 1 north
ern wheat, one at Chicago with its winter red, one at New Or
leans with its turkey red. It never occurs to them that the 
course of transportation may prevent the surplus of one section 
being used to supply the deficiency of another section, and yet, 
Mr. President, every one of these factors must be considered in 
determining the effect of that surplus in different markets. 

Now, suppose the San Francisco bin, which holds the surplus 
of what may be designated San Francisco territory, is full to 
overflowing and the Minneapolis surplus bin is empty, as it has 
been for about 10 years or more. Minneapolis can not get San 
Francisco wheat. Freight rates would amount to a prohibition. 
Nor would Minneapolis take .,San Francisco wheat i.f she could 
get it. It would not answer her milling purposes. She could 
not depend on the Chicago bin for it, because she can only use 
a certain per cent of the kind of wheat i.n the Chicago bin for 

the grade of flour which she must-make ' to maintain the stand· 
ard of her product, a standard that has given her fame and 
wealth. The New Orleans bin, like the San Francisco bin, i.s 
out of the question, because of both the character of grain and 
freight rates. Thus you will see that while each one of those 
last-mentioned bins might have a discharge spout leading to 
some port of exportation, the Minneapolis consumptive demand -
might have for exportation none of the grain raised in Minne· 
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota, parts of Iowa, Wisconsin, 
and Montana which she needs for milling purposes; and all of 
the grain raised in these States might have a value fixed by 
the home demand; and that demand might lift the price consid
erably above the price in Canada or in any other section which 
was obliged to seek the open world's field with its surplus. 

Now, let me bring this theory home to you in concrete facts 
and figures. 

I have here a table of comparative prices of the same grade 
of grain in Winnipeg and Minneapolis. Winnipeg quotations, 
which all grain men know to mean the price at elevators at 
Port Arthur and Fort William, are taken from the market 
reports at Winnipeg, and the Minneapolis quotations from the 
reports at Minneapolis. They have the same grade of grain, 
No. 1 northern, in both cities. But if you will examine into 
the requirements of the Winnipeg and l\fi.nneapolis grades of 
No. 1 northern you will see that Canadian No. 2 northern ap
proximates our American No. 1. For instance, Canadian No. 
1 northern requires 60 pounds to the bushel, Minneapolis No. 
1 northern requires 58 pounds to the bushel, Winnipeg No. 2 
requires 58 pounds to the bushel; and as there are generalJy 
about 3 cents spread between the No. 1 and No. 2 grades, you 
would obtain a closer comparati.ve price i.f you would add 3 
cents more to each bushel at Minneapolis as you go through 
this table. But as this is not generally known or understood, 
we use No. 1 northern as the basis of comparison in each in· 
stance. 

The table referred to is as follows: 
Oo1nparative figures. 

[Winnipeg 1 northern and Minneapolis 1 northern.] 

Date.t 

1909. 
July 10 .••..•.•••.•. :.················· ... 
July 17 ......... ··········-········-···· 
July 24-···-····························· 
July 31. ••••••••••••••••••••••..•••.•••.. 
Aug.9 .•.••••..•••.•...• ·-·············· 
Aug. 14. ·············-················ · · 
Aug. 21 ••••••..• ·-······················ 
Aug. 28_ ···················-············ 
Sept . 4 ....•.••.....••.•................. 
Sept.11 •.•.••..................•.... . ... 
Sept. 18 ..••••..........••...•.•......... 
Sept. 25 ...•.•.•............•..••........ 
Oct . 2 ......•......••••...•.............. 
Oct. 9 .... ·-·········-··················· 
Oct.16 ...................... . .......... . 
Oct. 23 .....•.......•..••.•......•...•. _. 
Oct. 30 .. -..•.•• .._ •..•..••••••••..••....... 
Nov.6 .••..••............•.............. 
Nov.13 .......................... . ... -.. . 
Nov. 20 ......... . ............. . ........ . 
Nov.Zl-····················· · ·········· 
Dec. 4 .•.•••.•..... . ................... - . 
Dec.11. ..•••.•.•.•.• . ......... . ..•.. . ... 
Dec.18 ................................. . 
Dec. 25.-•....•..•...............•.••..•.. 

1910. 
Jan.1 ............................ -..... . 
Jan. 8 .................................. . 
Jan.15 .•...•...••••..................... 
Jan. 22 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Jan. 29 ••...• ·-·························· 
Feb.5.·-····-·························· 
Feb.12 ................................ . 
Feb.19 .••. ·-··························· 
Feb. 26 ......................... ·-······ 
Mar.5 .••.•••.••...........•. •...•.•.... 
Mar.12 ................................ . 
Mar.19- ............................... . 
Mar. 26 ............... ·-················ 
Apr.2 ................................. . 

Winnipeg 
closin~ 

price 1. 

131i 
13l i 
125 
119 
112 
110 
111 
97 
97 
98i 
98 
94i 
95i 
97i 
98i 
96! 
97i 
97 
97i 
98~ 
99z 
95 
961 

1021 
(2) 

(2) 
105 
103i 
1031 
103-i 
101! 
102 
1021 
103 

1()2* 10 
10 
105* 
105} 
104-i 
lOli 
IOlf 
98! 

(1) ll~Wiiii+:::++:::Hrn 
May 14 •••••••••.••.••.•••.•.•.. ·-······ 981 
May21 ••••••••..•.••.•••••••••••• -..... 94t 
May28......................... . ....... BBi 
June 4 ••••••••••••••••••••• -............ 88f 
June 11................................. 89! 
June 18 ..•••... ····-···················· 99Ii 
June25................................. 5t 
July 2 ••.•••• ···•·••··•·•··•••••··••·•·· (') 

i The day cited in each case is Saturday. 

Minneapolis 
closin~ 

price 1 . 
Over or 
under. 

130i lt 
1311 , 
126t li 
132 13 
128 16 
143 33 
132! 2n 
99f 2i 
99-i 2i 
99t 11 
98i t 

lOOi 5~ 
lOOi Ii~ 

lrul 4 105 7 
1 Bi 
lOSl 7~ 
1021 5~ 
lOfit sa 
105~ 7~ 
1051 6 
l<J6k llt 
112-i 16 
11~ 121 

········-~rn· ···········i~ 

· uq 10:i 
113-l 10 
1101 9t 

(2) •• ••••••••. . .. 
115 12~ 

114i ui 
1121 101 
114! 180i 1131 8j 
1151 lOi 
114i 9} 
1131 8~ 
108i fli 

~Mi 1~ 
113:i ..•••••••.•... 
1121 13i 
109f i5i 
1041 lbf 
~~i m 
1061 1151 
112 6i 

(2) •••••••••••••• 
2 Holiday. 
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Oomparative figu.res--Continued. I tried to find out through Minneapolis wheat firms the 

cost of transportation from Minneapolis to Liverpool. I 
was surprised to find not one of the principal grain firms 
could give me the information. One firm which was also 
doing business in Duluth and which exported some grain-I 
think this was mostly macaroni or the lower grades of grain
was able to give me the approximate co.st of transportation. 

Date.1 

1910. 
July9 ................................. . 
July 16 ••••••••..••.....•.•.••••••••• •.. 
July 23 •••••••••.•••••.•••.••.•••••.•••. 

!1i ~-:·:~-::: ~ ~:: ~: :: : :;:::: ~:::: ~: ;:~:: 
[itl~t \ii:·:;::-:~![-:~::;!~!~;_~~~ 
Oct. 9 .....•....••..........••...•....... 
Oct. 15 •...•.•........•.........••......• 
Oct. 22 .....•....•.... · .•........•..•.••.. 
Oct. 29 .•...••.••.••••..•..•••..•.•.••... 
Nov. 5 ••••.••.•••.••..••••. -····· ••••.•. 
Nov. 12 .••........•.•...•••....•........ 
Nov.19 •••..•..•..•.•••..•...••...•.••.. 
Nov. 26 ..............................•.. 
Dec. 3 .••...•••..•.•.•..•.•.•••...•••••.. 
Dec.10 .•..•....••••••..•••..•...•...•••. 
Dec. 17 .•••..••...........•.•....••...... 
Dec. 24 .•................................. 
Dec. 31 ....•.........•.....•..•••........ 

1911. 
Jan. 7 •.•..••..•....•.••..•••....•....... 
Jan. 14 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.• 
Jan. 21 •••.••••.•••••••••••••••.••••••.•. 
Jan. 28 ••.••.••.••••••.•••••.••••.••.•... 

Winnipeg 
closing 
price 1°. 

108 
116l 

~~ 
lost 
lilt 
IC6-I 
108l 
105! 
102 
100 
101 
98i 
99 
97 
94} 
91f 
90! 

~I 
92! 
91 
89! 

(2) 
90t 
91i 

93' 
95! 
94; 
94! 

Minneapolis 
clo · 
pri~. 

Over or 
under. 

~~ 121 But why is it that .Minneapolis is not exporting and has not 
126 ~i been exporting grain? There is just one answer. Because she 
120! tt 121 has had to pay sueh prices in order to get the grain she needed 
120! 121 for her flour mills that she has remained above an export 
1~l12~ M basis. She is manufacturing n. grade of flour for her American 

i 4t as wen as her export business which she must maintain at m: ~t hehr high standard of perfection. She must ha ye all of the 
mt 111 w eat of. a certain kind raised in that section of the country, 
~i ill for that purpose. In fact, she must have more than what is 
b:it 111 raised in the Minneapolis territory for that purpose, and she-
1071 fol m~ the~efore reach farther South and get another kind of 
1041 9! grau:i which she _can mix, sometimes as high as 30 per cent, I 
i8if iit am mformed, with her northern wheat without reducing the 

1
1031 12 standard of .her flour. Some of you still insist that Liverpool 
C»t lOl fixes our price. I have here another table, which I procured 
1~! 1n D;o~ the Bureau. of Statistics of the Department of Agriculture, 
~Oil 121 ginng the range of cash price per bushel of No. 1 northern 
1011 llf during each month of the years 1908, 19091 and 1910 in l\Iinne-
~~, ·· ----·····iii a polis and Liverpool. . 

I am informed, and I think correctly1 that the transportation 
from Minneapolis to Liverpool, including insurance handling 

i~ and so forth, is from 15 to 16 cents per bushel· and a_s peopl; 
!Of are not engaged in buying and selling wheat for amusement,. 
9i you can. properlr ass~e that the wheat woi.Ild not be shipped 

-------------'-------=-----___.!. _ _ __ from Minneapolls to Liverpool unless the dealer recelves from 
1 The day cited in each case is Saturday. 3 Holiday. 1 to 2 cents per bushel profit upon his risk and investment 

Mr. :McCUl\fBER. l\Ir. President. I want Senators to under- ~erefore, in order to be on an exporting basis, Minneapoli~ 
stand that I have given here the last Saturday of every month pr~ces would hav~ t? be about 17 cents lower than Liverpool 
in every year for the years 1909, 1910, and a pa.rt of 1911

1 
prices. If you wi.1;1 mspect the table, you will observe, taking 

and that on every one of those dates throughout all of the averages, that durmg the year 1908 the average price of No. 1 
time we could not ha.ve exported to Europe from the northern northern in Minneapolis was $1.11; the average price in Lfrer
part of this country one bushel of grain of the kind that is pool was $1.25, or 14 cents difference-less than enough to pay 
enumerated in this table. the expense of transportation, and so forth. You will a1so 

I start with July 10, 1909, when prices were nearly the same. ~d that the average price of No. 1 northern in Minneapolis 
The price in Winnipeg was $1.31* an.cl in Minneapolis only m 1909 was $1.20, while the average price in Liverpool was 
$1.30i. There was then an advantage in Winp.ipeg of a cent only $1.29, a difference of only 9 cents. You will also find from 
and a quarter a bushel. But that was due to speculation and the same table that the average price of No.1 northern in l\fin
a sort of cornering of the market. It immediately went down neapolis during UllO was $1.14, and the average price in Liter
to its normal condition, and when we get along as far as July pool was $1.14, exactly the same in Minneapolis as in Liverpool; 
31 the price was $1.19 in Winnipeg and $1.32 in Minneapolis; and yet some of you keep on insisting that Liverpool fixes our 
the next wee~ August 9, $1.12 in Winnipeg and $1.28 in Min- prices. There was not a single day, l\fr. President, in those 
neapolis-16 cents difference; August 14, $1.10 in Winnipeg three years that Minneapolis could have shipped this grade .of 
and $1.4.3 in lllinneapolis-33 cents difference. grain to Liverpool. 

Here was the same cause-speculation in the Minneapolis I will ask leave to introduce this table, from which Senators 
markets for n few days. The bulls had the better of it and can see e-very month the ayerage in both of those great markets. 
forced the price of wheat up to much beyond the average dif. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request 
ference between Minneapolis and Winnipeg. is granted. 

Wby is this great difference between Minneapolis and Fort The table referred to is as follows: 
William and Port Arthur prices? To reach water transporta
tion :Minneapolis grain must be shipped to Duluth. So far as 
transportation is concerned to European countries, Port Ar
thur and Duluth are situated about the same. The cost of 
transportn.tion to European countries is practically the same 

Range of cash prices, per 'bushel, of No. 1 northern. 

Month. Minneapolis. Liverpool. 

and yet Minneapolis and Duluth both pay uniformly highe~ 1908. 
prices than Winnipeg pays for grain of the same grade. This January •• ········••·•·············•···•·•••••·•··••••· SL 05-Sl.14 

is not due to speculation or any great fluctuation caused there- ii~~~~:::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:8t u~ 
by, because, as you will observe, the spread between the two April.................................................. .98- LOS 
places has for years been growing wider, and if you will look May .•......... . ••....•....•••....•••..•.. ,............ 1.06-1.11 
cnrefully you will note that onr prices d b t · June.................................................. l.05-1.lO a vance a on m propor- July._ ... _ .•.•••••..••.•••...•••••••.••. _.............. I. 01- i. 21 
ti on as our general exports decline. August. __ .. _ ......... . ............ _ ... _.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99- 1. 25 

And there must be some trade condition. which gives the ~~~~~·:.·.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1.00- 1.05 
American farmer better prices for his grade. If you will in- November............................................ urt ~:~ 
Yestigate thls subject still further, you will find that Minne- December ............•...........•.................... 1 1.06-1.12 
apolis has practically ceased to export our commercial O'rade. 

$1. 27-51. 32 
1.19- 1.26 
1.18- 1.29 
1.21- 1.26 
L25- 1.28. 
1.19- 1. 2'Z 
1.19- 1.21 
1.26 
1.25- 1. 27 
1.18- 1. 22 
1.18- 1. 20 
1.17- 1.20 

1. 25 The testimony of .Mr. Wilkins~ from Minnesota, was t~ the Average ..••••••••..•......•.••...••..•....•..... ===L=u=I 
effect that for about 12 or 15 years Minneapolis has not been 1909. 1 ==== 
exporting at all Yet this is the greatest wheat market in the January............................................... 1.07- 1.11 1.19- I.20 
United States. February.............................................. 1.10- 1.16 l.22- 1.27 

l\I NELSON March................................................. I.12-· i.11 1.27-1.31 

T~~ PRESIDiN~ro~~;b~~t, (';i~ ~~=:~r:i~~ ~;r). ~;~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Ut u~ Ut u~ 
B?!~e:~a~enator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from i~ni~·t·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:~ t~ .... ~::-~:: 

Mr. McCU1\IBER. Certainly. ..eptember ........................................ -.. .97- 1.01 1.30- 1.32 
M.r. :NELSON. The Senator might add in that ti October ... ·····-·······-··-····----·-·-·-············- . 99- l.06 l.l&- 1.19 connec on No\Elmber........ . .................................... LOI- 1.07 1.17- L20 

that Duluth for years has not exported any wheat to Europe. I December.......................................... . .. 1.05- 1.15 1.19- 1.21 
Mr. l\IcCUMBER. Not anything except a little macaroni and ----+l----

the poorest grades. Average .............. '"····················· ····1;;;! ===I.=2=a:;;.t',===1=-.29= 
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' 

Range of cash prices, per "bttsheZ, of No. 1 norther,n-Continued. 

Month. Minneapolis. I Liverpool. 

1910. 
January .............................................. . 
February ............................................. . 
March ................................................ . 

11. 10--$1. 16 $1. 22-~1. 24 
1. 10- 1.16 1. 20- 1. 23 
1. 12- 1.16 1. 19- 1. 22 

~;~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
June .................................................. . 

1. 06- 1.16 1. 18- 1. 23 
1. 03- 1.14 1. 00- 1.14 
1. 02- 1. 17 1. 02- 1. 10 

July . .. .............................................. .. 1. 13- i. 29 1. rn- i. 21 

t~~ber: :::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 1. 00- 1. 23 1. 21- 1. 25 
1. 09- 1. 15 1. 19- 1. 24 

October .............................................. . 1.02- 1.12 1.14- 1.19 
November ............................................ . . 99- 1. 07 1. 07- 1.11 
December ............................................ . 1. 00- 1. 00 ! __ 1._0_1-_1_. 09_ 

Average ........................................ . 1.141 1.14 

These figures are taken from statistics compiled by the Bureau of Statistics of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

All fractions are omitted. 

l\lr. l\lcCUMBER. Now, if you will compare this table with 
the previous table referred to, you will find about the same rela
tion between Minneapolis and Liverpool prices that you find 
between Minneapolis and Port Arthur. It demonstrates con
clusively that while Port Arthur must pay for her grain Liver
pool prices, less transportation, insurance commissions, profits, 
and so forth, because of her very heavy exports, Minneapolis 
does not pay for grain on the basis of an export price, but on 

· the basis of home consumption and demand. 
I might add that Chicago for most of the year is in exactly 

the same condition. 
Now, Mr. President, if you will look further into this ques

tion of northwestern products, her home consumption and her 
exportation, you will again find evidence of the importance of 
home consumption. We do raise a wheat in that section which 
we are compelled to export, namely, macaroni.. The demand of 
this country for macaroni wheat is not large. I am informed 
that this wheat is nearly all exported. It must therefore sell 
on an export basis. And I have known the difference in price 
between that kind of wheat and No. 1 northern to run from 
15 cents to 30 cents per bushel. The value of macaroni was 
fixed by the foreign demand; the value of No. 1 northern was 
fixed by the home demand. That is· why our northwestern 
farmers are receiving a price for their product very much in 
exce s of the value of the Canadian product. 

Now, does this benefit of higher prices accrue to the other 
wheat raisers in the country, or is it limited to the wheat rais
ers of the Northwestern States? 

l\Ir. President, the application of this same law of supply 
and demand will answer this question. Using the bin illustra
tion again : The price of the Chicago grain will be higher or 
lower than what we call the world's level in i1rices just to the 
extent that her surplus bin . is full to overflowing, partially 
full, or empty. Prices will be depressed or enlivened accord
ing to whether the supply of grain in that market is great, 
medium, or below the demand. Well, then, supposing there is 
a surplus in the Chicago bin. Will it not follow that any con
dition which will reduce that surplus will enhance its value? 

-
What is one of the principal factors that will reduce that sur-
plus? It is the demand of the Minneapolis mills for more 
wheat than their territory will supply-that is, for more wheat 
of the kind they can use for their standard of flour. Durum 
wheat, for instance, can not be used. But the millers can use a 
percentage of other grades of grain. Nearly every year Minne· 
apolis draws from the Chicago territory some wheat which can 
be mixed with northern wheat. This lowers the surplus; this 
enhances the value of all of the grain in the Chicago terri
tory. If the Minneapolis millers could get this No. 1 northern 
wheat or No. 1 hard wheat free from Canada, which is within 
her territory, do you suppose for a moment she would go into 
the Chicago territory for a grain which she dare not use 
beyond a certain percentage? Thus not only are the border 
State farmers benefited, but every other grain State is to 
some extent benefited by a maintenance of the tariff law; 
and all would suffer, but not in the same degree, if that wall 
is leveled. 

Every farmer knows the depressing price on wheat when there 
is an enormous corn surplus, and every corn producer under
stands the depressing price on corn when there is an enormous 
wheat surplus. You can not injure one of these industries 
without to some extent injuring the other industries. 

ACCOUNTING FOR DIFFERENCES IN GRAIN PRICES. 

Finding these American prices so universally and persistently 
higher on the American than on the Canadian side, those Sen
ators and others who feel the need of some plausible excuse for 
voting for a proposition which will bring all those prices to the 
same level have sought in every way to demonstrate that these 
differences were due to some other cause than protection. They 
have tried to show that there were equivalent differences be
tween the prices of wheat in our own different grain markets. 
They have failed in every instance. When investigated it 
would be found that these differences in our own markets were 
transitory and that they were due either to erroneous compari
son of different kinds of grain or to speculation, the temporary 
cornering or overloading of markets or a difference in freight 
rates between tho e markets, whereas the difference between the 
Canadian and American markets was permanent, and towns on 
the two sides of the border line situated the same, with rates of 
transportation to the seaboard the same, showed from 10 to 15 
cents a bushel on whe_at, from 20 to 30 cents a bushel on barley, 
and from 25 to 30 cents a bushel on flax, in favor of the Ameri
can farmer, and that other great wheat centers having exactly 
the same facilities to reach foreign markets showed the same 
advantage to the American farmer. 

I will again use a table which I used in a previous discussion 
on the subject. This is a new Congress, with many new Sen
ators. After this reciprocity treaty had been made public I 
wired to obtain the prices of grain on both sides of the border 
line between Canada and North Dakota, in towns where freight 
rates would be the same. I will have printed here a table show
ing the prices on wheat and barley, so far as I received them, 
in those towns, showing their location and the distance between 
them. Now, what was shown in reference to these prices on 
the dates mentioned in this table has been substantially true 
for a good many years. 

Comparative prices of wheat and barley in United States and a:inada. 

Dates. Kind of 
grain. 

Name of town in United 
States. 

Dec. 31, 1910 ......................... Wheat .. Kermit .................. . 

Jan.J~'. ~~~~:::::::::::::::::::: ::::: : J~::::: ~~%~~~:: :: ::: : ::: : :: : : : : 
r~· ri: mL::::::::::::::::::::::: :J~::::: ~~~-iia.::::::::::::::::: 
DecJ~~ .1~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: :~~::::: ~;1~~:::: :: :::::::::::: 

Do ................................. do ..... Neche ................... . 
Do ................................. do ..... Sarles .................... . 

Jan. 10, 1911 ......................... ... do ..... Westhope ................ . 
Do ................................. do .......... do ................... . 
Do ................................. do ........ . . do ................... . 
Do ................................. do ..... St. John ................. . 
Do ... .............................. do ..... Hansboro ................ . 

Dec. 31, 1910 ....................... ... . do..... Antler ................... . 
Jan.10, 1911 ............................ do ..... Portal ................... . 

E~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: . ~~~~~:: ~:t~~-~-::::::::::: :·::::: 
Do ................................. do ..... St.John ................. . 

Price 
per Name of town in Canada. 

bushel. 

~.90 
. 97 
. 96 
. 90 
. 96 
. 91 
. 90 
.91 
.89 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

.96 
,QO 
. 91 
.92 
. 67 
.66 
.66 

Estevan ................. . 
Emerson ................. . 
Gretna .. ..... .......•..•.. 
North Portal.. .. ... ...... . 
Haskett ................. . 
Boisoovan ...... .......... . 
Snowflake ............... . 
Gretna. .................. . 
Clearwater .•.............. 
Colter .................... . 

italT:~~--: :: :: : : :: : : :: : : : : : 
Boissevan ................ . 
Cartwright ............... . 
Lyleton .................. . 
Boscurvis ................ . 
Emerson ................ . 
Gretna ................... . 

Price Differ. 
per encein Distance apart. 

bushel. price. 

$0. 76 
.82 
. 81 
. 75 
.83 
. 81 
. 77 
.81 
• 75 
. 85 
. 84 
.86 
. 86 
• 77 
• 78 
• 75 
.42 
.38 

SQ.14 15 miles apart ................ . 
.15 4 miles apart ................. . 
.15 2 miles apart ................. . 
.15 Just across line .............. .. 
. 13 6 miles apart ................. . 
.10 15 miles aprat ................ . 
.13 4 miles apart ................. . 
.10 2 miles a.part. ................ . 
.14 Just across the line ........... . 
.15 15 miles apart ................ . 
.16 20 miles apart ................ . 
.14 30 milesapart ................ . 
.10 15 miles apart ................ . 
.13 8 miles apart ................. . 
.13 5milesapart ............... .. 
.17 15 miles apart ................ . 
• 25 4 miles apart ................. . 
.28 2milesapart ................. . 

Ta.riff 
per 

bushel. 

$0.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.30 
.30 

To understand this table I call attention to the map on the I ning up to the Canadian line on the North Dakota side, with 
wall. You will see there the Great Northern line in red in little towns marked in black. You will see the Canadian 
the northern parts of the States of 1\Iinnesota, Nortb Dakota, Pacific Railroad paralleling the northern part of the line, with 
and l\Iontana. You will see the great number of feeders run- little Canadian towns marked in red coloring. You will notice 
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one town exactly on the line, which is Portal and North Portal, 
that is divided only by a street, with the British flag flying 
on one side and the .American flag flying upon the other. 

The freight rates at those points on the Canadian Pacific 
and on the American side are the same. They are within the 
same territory, and the grain from one can be brought in bond 
across the American Continent exactly the same as the other 
and without the payment of any tariff. But that which you 
bring in bond you have got to export That which you do not 
bring in bond you can sell in this country, and that which you 
do not have to export yuu sell at from 10 to 15 cents on wheat 
and from 20 to 30 cents on barley and from 25 to 30 cents on 
flax higher than that which you are compelled to export 

Now, I will just call attention to a few of these differences. 
I will take Kermit wheat. That is in the United States. The 
price is 90 cents a bushel. At Estevan the price is 76 cents a 
bushel. 1.rhe towns are 15 miles apart and there is a differ
ence of 14 cents. I will take the next one-Pembina, United 
States-price, 97 cents. At Emerson, Manitoba, 4 miles from 
there, 82 cents, a difference of 15 cents a bushel. I will take 
Portal, American side, 90 cents; North Portal, on the Canadian 
side, 75 cents; a difference of 15 cents a bushel and only across 
the line. 

There is no use in running through all these :figures, because 
you can get the information from the table, but you will find 
that there is, on an average, a difference of about 14 cents a 
bushel on wheat. I will just quote one or two on - barley. 
Pembina, 67 cents; Emerson, 42 cents; a difference of 25 cents 
a bushel in our favor and only 4 miles apart. Neche, 66 cents; 
Gretna, 38 cents; only 2 miles apart and a difference of 28 
cents a bushel in our favor. 

··what is true of the difference in prices of substantially the 
same grade of grain ·between the little towns on the border line 
of North Dakota and Canada is equally true of the difference 
in prices at the great terminals in Canada and in the United 
States, as I have shown by the first table which I discussed. 
· If you look further on the map there you will see Duluth on 

the lake on the United States side and Port Arthur, or Fort Wil
liam, I do not re~ember which, because they are close together, 
on the northern side of the lake. Both of them can send their 
grain through the same canal, and at exactly the same rate, to 
the Old World. 

The reports contained in that table dealt with cash prices-the 
sale of actual wheat and not the sale of futures. I understand 
that other tables have been published differing from these. I 
have not read it, but I understand the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. STONE] introduced a table that did _not agree with these. 
Such other tables, I think, do not refer to cash wheat, but 
to wheat for future deliveries. They are simply specu
lative. The price of the cash wheat is the basis on which 
the farmer is paid. To illustrate: On April 16, 1911, Minne
apolis May closed at 97! cents; Winnipeg l\f.ay closed at 93! 
cents, a difference of 31 cents; but the best No. 1 northern cash 
wheat in Minneapolis closed at $1.01, while the same wheat 
closed in Winnipeg at 92! cents, a difference of Bi cents. I 
call special attention to this, so that you will not be misled by 
quotations on futures or gambling contracts, as most of them are. 
This shows absolutely what we contend-that the home demand 
in this country causes the miller to bid up to get the ca.sh 
wheat, while the home demand in Canada or any country 
whose surplus is so large that it must be sold abroad will place 
cash wheat at a discount under the future equal to the cost of 
storage, interest, and insurance (except where the future is a 
new-crop option). So if we always base our figures on the 
cash No. 1 northern wheat in the two markets, we will get the 
real difference to the farmer. 

This table showing the marked advantage of the American 
over the Canadian market can not be explained a way on any 
possible hypothesis other than that of the protection accorded 
under present tariff law. The table which I heretofore intro
duced showing the comparative prices between Minneapolis and 
Liverpool explains the whole thing. For three years we have 
not been on an exporting basis. I have reference to the Minne
apolis and northwestern market, which I have termed the 
Minneapolis territory. 

Mr. President, the insistence of those who have not or will 
not investigate the real cause of the difference between Ameri
can and Canadian prices on grain, that we either do not have 
that difference or that it is due to some other cause, justifies 
me in quoting some of the testimony introduced in the hearings 
of the Finance Committee on this subject: 

Mr. Lyon, of South Dakota, says: 
For more than five years past the price of northern wheat at Minne

apolis has averaged from 5 to 15 cents per bushel more than at Winni
peg. The price at Winnipeg, as you all know, is based upon delivery 

at Fort William port. From July 10, 1909, to January 28, 1911, the 
price of northern wheat at Minneapolis averaged 10~ cents per bushel_ 
more than at Winnipeg. 

That is practically the same as shown by the figures which 
I have given, if you will add them up; I make it 10$ cents, 
while he calls it lOt cents. 
· The expense of shipment from Minneapolis to Duluth is approxi

mately H cente per bushel, thus making a difference of about 12 cents 
per bushel between the prices at Duluth and Fort William, on opposite 
sides of the international line at the head of Lake Superior, and with 
equal freights to Liverpool. Can anything show more clearly that the 
price of our wheat is not determined by the Liverpool market, as has 
been repeatedly stated by the President? Not only that, but the Win
nipeg grade is higher and the weight 2 pounds greater per bushel, and 
by reason of its better quality and higher grade the Winnipeg wheat 
sells at from 3 to 5 cents per bushel higher than our northern wheat 
whenever they meet in the same market-

But from 10 to 15 cents a bushel when they meet in the 
American market-

There was therefore an average actual d.ifference in the price of wheat 
for the 18 months immediately J.>receding the negotiation of this treaty 
of more than 15 cents a bushel m fa·vor of the American farmer. The 
average price paid for barley at Portal, N. Dak., on January 9 and 10, 
1911, was 63 cents; at North Portal, just over the Canadian line, the 
price was 35 cents a bushel, a difference in our favor of 28 cents a 
bushel. At the same time there was an average difference in our favor 
of about 25 cents a bushel in the price of flax. 

-Mr. Lyon, of South Dakota, says further: 
With oats we have at present little if any advantage in tbe price, 

for the reason that our yield last year was about 125,000,000 bushels 
grea!er than the year before, thus making it necessary to export a 
considerable portion of our qop and thereby necessarily reducing the 
price to the world's level. In 1900, for a considerable portion of the 
year, our price of oats averaged considerably higher than the Cana
dian price, and more than 900,000 bushels were imported from Canada, 
paying a duty of 15 cents a bushel. 

Mr. Wilkinson, of Minnesota, says: 
This idea of Liverpool controlling the market has gone out of date 

in the last few years and we have got a market of our own that we 
have built up for ourselves, and now we are trying to defend it. The 
fact is that the wheat for the last five years, though the contrast has 
been greater in the latter three years, has averaged from 5 to 15 cents 
a bushel more in Duluth than in Winnipeg. 

And, further, he says: 
The better grade of wheat has to bring up the lower price at the 

other side of the line, because their market is the export market of 
Great Britain ; our wheat not being quite as good, but worth intrinsi
cally from 3 to 4 cents per bushel less, will sell from 5 to 15 cents 
per bushel more on this side of the line at practically the same market 
points, with practically the same facilities to get it to the markets 
of the country as the other, because we have built up that home 
market for our products. That is the reason our northwestern wheat 
is worth to us more money than it is in Liverpool. 

Again, he says : 
:{ make this statement, and I want to be clearly understood, that 

the value of the wheat of Canada, at Port Arthur, has been based 
on what it would bring on the British market in Liverpool. I make 
this further statement, that the Duluth market has averaged from 5 
to 15 cents per bushel during that five years more for our No. l 
northern at Duluth than the Canadian No. 1 northern has brought 
at Port Arthur. You can not get away from that fact. 

He further says : 
These facts themselves prove that we have ·in the Northwestern 

States a home market for our wheat, and we claim that it is because 
the system of protection has built up the factories of this country en
larged the manufacturing industries, enlarged its consuming capa'city 
and that we iook for that home market in helping you to build up and 
maintain the system of protection. 

Mr. Devine, of North Dakota, in his testimony says: 
Flax was sold at Portal during the month of December on the 

Canadian side at $1.89 ; on the American side at $2.34. I niight say 
now, because Portal is a town just beyond where I live, that my barley 
on the Canadian side sold for 33 cents for that month. On the Ameri
can side it sold for 65 cents-32 cents difference. Wheat for that 
month of this year sold on the Canadian side for 74 cents; on the 
American side for 99 cents-25 cents difference. 

Mr. Kingman, of North Dakota, says: 
It is a fact that we have had and are having to-day a premium 

on our wheat over Canadian wheat of approximately 10 cents a bushel 
It has been lower than that in the last six or seven years and it ha~ 
been higher, but our wheat has averaged in the last six or 'seven ye.ars 
about 10 cents over the Canadian price. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne

sota yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. I would like to ask the Senator whether 

it happens sometimes that the price of wheat in Minneapolis is 
higher than the price of wheat in Chicago? 

Mr. l\IcCUMBER. Oh, yes. 
Mr. HITCHCOCK. How does the Senator account for that? 
Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator has not been here all the 

time that I have been discussing that question, and I have 
gone thoroughly into it. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have listened to the Senator's argu
ment to the effect that the tariff is responsible for the fact that 
Minneapolis wheat is higher than wheat across the· line in 
Canada. · Now, I should like to ask him how he accounts for 
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the fact that wheat in Minneapolis ls frequently higher than· it. 
is in Chicago under the same tariff? 
• Mr. UcCUMBER. I discussed that question, spending nearly 
an hour on it; but I will state again that prices fluctuate ac
cording to speculation and according to the surplus that hap.
pens to be in each section of the United States. A certain sec
tion of the United States may have within its territory a sur
plus of grain above its consumptive demand which must go to 
the foreign market. Another section of the country may not 
have a surplus, but a deficiency of what is necessary in its own 
section, and therefore may bid up. Minneapolis ls a great 
home-demand section. She needs more wheat than she ean get 
of the grade that she uses for milling in her territory. She 
can not go into San Francisco territory on account of freight 
rates; she can not go into what might be denominated St. Louis 
or New Orleans territory, both on account of freight rates and 
on account of the kind of grain that they raise down there. She 
may go into a portion of the Chicago territory and draw from 
that, to some extent, at certain times, and that will send the 
Chicago price up. If she does not go into that territory, the 
Chicago prices may be down; but, independent o:f that, comes 
great speculation, which will corner the market and send it up 
at one time in one section and then in another; and then over
load and drive it down. What I have been speaking a.bout has 
been the general course of cash wheat-not speculative wheat
at the great markets, day ln and day out, and I have shown 
the general condition of a much higher price, even in Chicago, 
and a still greater price in Duluth and Minneapolis than ln 
any of the territory of Canada. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that when the farmer is compelled to 
accept 9if cents for his wheat in Chicago whereas he might 
receive $1.07 for his wheat in Minneapolis, that difference is 
not due to the tariff~ and, lf that difference is not due to the 
tariff, why is the difference between the price in Minneapolis 
and at some point in Canada due to the tariff? 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. The Senator hB.s got the wrong table. 
I think, first, he will find it is not the same grade of wheat, and 
that makes all the difference in the world 

l\Ir. IDTOHCOCK. I have here the figures. 
Mr. McCUMBER. As I have stated in the discussion of this 

matter, you ha•e got to consider the kind of grain in the several 
markets. I am not saying the Senator has not any table, but 
you have ·got to take the same kind of grain, and I have seen 
one table which dealt with an entirely different kind of grain. 
Chicago grade No. 2 red has no relation whatever to Minne
apolis grade No. 2 northern. They sell for different purposes; 
they are used for the manufacture of different kinds of flour. 
One ls exported and the other is not exported. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Do those two cities deal in the same 
kind of wheat? 

Mr. McCUMBER. On the whole, I will say no. There is 
very little of what we call No. 2 northern that goes into the 
Chicago market,, but it ls not enough to be taken into con
sideration. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Let me ask the Senator whether Canada 
deals in the same wheat that Chicago does? 

Mr. l\IcCUMBER. No; Canada has the same kind that 
Minneapolis has. 

l\fr. HITCHCOCK. Then the tariff ls being adjusted simply 
for the benefit of farmers who deal on the flnneapolis market? 

.Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator was not present when I 
showed that Chicago got a benefit as well as other places. If 
I felt that I would be justified in going over my remarks again, 
I would convince the Senator of the truth of the statement 
that when the markets go up in one section of the country, ln 
Minneapolis for instance, and on account of a scarcity of 
No. 1 northern wheat, she has got to reach down into the 
Chicago territory and take a whole lot of Chicago grain that 
otherwise would have to go into a foreign market. By reduc
ing the surplus in the Chicago market she necessarily raises 
the price in the Chicago market because of the commercial 
rule that the smaller the surplus th~ greater the price per unit. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. She would not go to Chicago if she 
could go to Canada. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; she would not go to Chicago lf she 
could go to Canada for two reasons, first, Canada is in what 
muy be called Minneapolis territoryr and, second, Canada has 
the particular kind of grain Minneapolis requires for her flour, 
and Chicago has not the kind of grain she prefers. 

Mr. ItLIBTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Docs the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 
.Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I want to see if I underst.and 

the Senator from North Dakota correctly. Do I nndeistand 

p.im to say that he has been preaching to the farmers for years 
that they have not rec€ived their share of the country's pros
perity? 

l\Ir . .McCU~IBER. The Senator has understood me correctly. 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, then, I want to .ask the 

Senator in au seriousness whose fault was it? Was there not 
in vogue i? North Dakota and in the country at large a policy 
of Republican protective tariff? If protective ta.riff was the 
tblng to elevate mankind to prosperity and ha.ppineSS', then, 
pray God, why is it that the farmers have not receh-ed it: 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will tell the Senator why. It was simply 
because we had more land, more acres to seed and raised more 
crops than the American people could consume, nnd we had to 
sell our prod11cts abroad in competition with the world's supply. 

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, then--
Mr. McCUMBER. Just n moment. That is on1y half of it. 

We increased the home consumption, and we reduced the sur
plus, just as the protective tariff gave a better demand for our 
manufactured products at home, just as it builded up our cities 
and increased the consuming public in this country. Therefore 
the two go hand in band. I say to the farmers, first, the price 
of yonr grain is, under the ordinary conditions of a great 
surplus; fixed by the foreign demand. Reduce that surplus by 
any economic condition and it will increase the price. Thut is 
so complete an answer, Mr. President, that I do not need to go 
over it again. 

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I have only to say--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey 

will please address the Chair. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield further$ 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 
.Mr. 1\IARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, I have only, 

to say that that specious argument has failed to put bread in 
the months of the people. I insist, sir, that continuously that 
has been the argument of Republican politicians on the stump. 
Where it was needed their argument was that high prices would 
advance the farmers' welfare, and where it was thought that low, 
prices were desirable, your same policy of protection has been 
advanced. The farmers have listened long years to the specious 
theories of the distinguished Senator. We admit with you that 
we have not had om share of prosperity; we have tried your 
remedy, and it has failed; and so we are unwilling to believe 
to-day that a process of taxation will make us better off. The 
hateful and horrid and: dishonest policy--

Mr. MoCUMBER. I do not yield for a speech. 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Of trying to make the farmer 

and the average citizen belie"Ve that he may grow rich by taxing 
himself is too fallacious to be listened to. 

Mr. 1\IcCUMBEJR. .Ah, l\Ir. President, the Sena.tor will never 
make the farmer believe that fallacious talk. You gave us a 
dose of your doctrine from 1894 to 1891. The farmer got his 
lesson, Mr. President, and he does not want another lesson ot. 
that kind. 

Ir. MARTINE of New Jersey. Let me say--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey 

will please address the chair. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield to the Senator from New Jer

sey to make his argument when I get through. I will yield 
now for any question, but not for the purpose of argument. 

l\Ir. MARTINE of New Jersey. I will have the opportunity 
then anyway. 

Mr. l\fcCUl\IBER. I will yield for any question, but not for 
an argument. 

·our :farmers have been getting the benefit of their protection 
in the last three or four years. They did not get the benefit 
of it during the years 1894 to 1897. Instead they then got the 
benefit of a nearly· free-trade doctrine. And. they got all they 
wanted of it. 

l\Ir . .MA.ltTINE of New Jersey. Will the Senator answer me? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Kew Jersey? 
l\Ir. McCUMBER. I will yield for a question, but not for a 

speeeh. 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. When the Senator says tll.e 

benefit~ I desire to ask him ho:w it is, if the farmers were so 
benefited, that throughout the great eastern section of these 
United States we know to-da:y of abandoned farms under your 
protective policy? 

Mr. McCUMBER. That has been answered several times · 
here. 

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, it will bear answering 
again. 

Mr . .lllcCUMBER The only difference is that the Senator 
now wants us to abandon the rest of our !arms and go over into 
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Canada and develop theirs, and we will not do it until we are 
compelled to. 

l\lr. MARTINE of New Jersey. That is not answering the 
question . 

.Mr. McCUMBER. I will go on with the testimony of Mr. 
Twitchell. 

I first want to establish the fact that we are getting a benefit, 
and I will establish it even at the expense of being tedious, so 
that no Senator can get around the fact that we are being 
protected . 

.Mr. Twitchell, of North Dakota, says: 
So far as the barley cro\> is concerned, since we have sufficient pro

tection on the barley to ipve the Ameriean market to its farmer, we 
have been able to raise m Wisconsin. Minnesota, Idaho, North and 
South Dakota approximately 100,000,000 bushels of barley. This year 
the American farmer bas been receiving approximately tbe difference 
in the tariff of about 27 cents. We have been able to get for barley 
for the last five or six years, in my judgment, possibly 15 cents a 
bushel more than we would i.f we had competition with Canada. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to close the argument on this ont'l 
proposition. 

EVIDENCE OF GRAIN EXCHANGES. 

Mr. President, -the supporters of the Canadian reciprocity 
agreement may flounder as much as they see fit in their sea of 
trouble around this eternal rock of fact that our tariff duties 
give us the protection which we claim upon the northwestern 
cereals. There are few men, indeed, who know the grain busi
ness at the great terminals better than those who ha·rn for many 
years been engaged in it. And if we wanted any further evi
dence of the fact that the present protective tariffs do give us 
a very material protection and very materially enhances the 
value of our wheat, barley, and flax than the daily reports of 
those great grain markets in both the United States and Can~ 
uda, we shall find cumulative evidence in the reports from the 
exchanges as to the reasons for any sudden decline or advance 
in prices. In my previous address on this subject I called atten
tion to the influence of this agreement and the possibilities 
of its adoption in depressing our prices. I want again to impress 
that fact on the Senate. 

On the 7th day of January there was 14 cents difference be
tween Winnipeg and Minneapolis closing prices. On the 14th 
there was a difference of 13 cents in our favor. On the 28th, 
after we had a report of the effect of this reciprocity agreement 
and its likelihood to pass that Congress, Winnipeg grain went 
up lt cents and Minneapolis grain went down 5 cents. So the 
single fact that this agreement had been reported to the Con
gress of the United States reduced the price of our wheat 5 
cents per bushel and increased Winnipeg lt cents. 

Let us read the exchange reports and see if this reported 
llgreement was the real and only cause for this decline and the 
general decline in our prices since it was reported. 

This is very important to anyone who is conscientiously 
trying to get the truth of the nffair. 

The report of February 11, 1911, from the Minneapolis Cham
ber of Commerce, published in the Minneapolis Journal, says: 

The bottom broke out of the wheat market late this week, and prices 
suffered the worst decline in several months. Early prices registered 
moderate declines, and this was followed by a moderate reaction. Both 
May and July closed Saturday below the dollar mark. This severe 
break was caused principally by the developments favorable to the 
adoption of reciprocity with Canada. 

lUr. President, those people who are buying and selling wheat 
know that the difference between the Canadian and the United 
States prices is notlling more or less than a difference caused by 
the tariff duties, and they know if we strike off those duties 
the value of all our wheat must come down; and, anticipating 
that the agreement was likely to become a law, prices did go 
down. 

Again, the same report says : 
On Friday and Saturday prices suffered the sharpest break in several 

weeks. Uay sold down to 98~ cents, the lowest price for this contract 
since August, 1909. The near month fluctuated in a range of 4~ cents 
for the week, and the same contract in Chicago showed a difference of 
5~ cents. It was thought that reciprocity with Canada would have a 
more depressing effect on the price of Minneapolis wheat than Chicago 
because of the geo~raphic situation. The price fluctuations of this 
week seemed to connrm this theory. 

Why does it affect Minneapolis more than Chicago? Because 
the Canadian wheat is within the Minneapolis territory. .Min
neapolis would be its natural market. It would come over and 
glut the Minneapolis market before any of it would go into the 
Chicago market. That is why it affected Minneapolis more 
than Chicago. 

Again, . the same publication s~ys: 
European countries are being offered wheat at prices that would not 

be profitable for Americans to export. The decline of this week has 
put the United States nearer an export basis, but still further declines 
will be necessary to allow this country to enter the European market 
with any profit. 

Have those chamber of commerce reports no evidential force 
to those Senators who · are still talking about Liverpool pric~s 
fixing American prices? In our sections of the country grain 
prices must decline still more before we can enter the European 
markets. 

Again, the same dispatch says : 
Many of the local trade were predicting that domestic prices would 

decline until this country was on an export basis. 
If that does not mean that this country was not on an expo~t 

basis for the kind of grain we raise in the Northwest, then I am 
at a loss to understand what it does mean. 

Has the possibility or probability of Canadian reciprocity 
affected the price of our barley? 

Berger Crittendon Co., commission men of Milwaukee, speaking 
of barley in the early part of February, in their reports say: 

The market was dull as ever, with only a few cars of Wisconsin sold. 
Outside of this a few cars of Minnesota were sold, whereas all the other 
cars carried over for the last three or four days were again carried 
over to-day, maltsters and brewers still holding back. We naturally 
have to await developments. 

What developments? Why, the developments of the Canadian 
reciprocity agreement. 

Here is another, from Mohr-Holstein Commission Co., of 1\Iil
waukee: 

Our market Is perfectly lifeless-nothing doing. Not many of our 
maltsters would make a bid on anything to -day. It certainly does not 
look at all encouraging to us. The trade here feels bearish on account 
of the reciprocity treaty with Canada. It is very evident that the 
brewers are in a waiting mood and that purchases of malt are confined 
to what is absolutely necessary to carry on business. The uncertainty 
which exists in the mind of the trade in regard to the Canadian red 
procity treaty and the possibility of its ratification has created a bearish 
sentiment, and the trade in general is disposed to await further develop
ment before supporting the market with buying orders. 

On February 9 barley was selling at 49 cents in Winnipeg; 
top grades in Minneapolis and Duluth, 84 cents; Chicago and 
1\Iilwaukee, 86 cents. With that difference between Winnipeg, 
.Minneapolis, Duluth, and Milwaukee, is it any wonder that 
maltsters and brewers were awaiting the fate of the reciprocity 
agreement before touching the American barley and that they 
were using only what they were compelled to use? And can 
there be any question in the mind of any sane man that with 
our tariff taken off our prices would be naturally lower? 

Here is another article, printed in the l\Iinneapolis Journal in 
its report from the grain exchange the day after Congres~ ad
journed last session without passing the reciprocity agreement: 

This becomes most important. The previous articles showed 
that prices declined because of the prospect of the reciprocity 
bill passing at the last session of Congress. This one shows 
that prices rebounded as soon as Congress adjourned without 
passing the reciprocity agreement. Here is the quotation-and 
remember this is from the exchanges and gives their sentiments 
and reasons : 

Wheat prices soared up to heights to-day that the market has not 
seen in over two weeks. The advantage in the near month of 2i and 
2~ cents was the biggest upward daily jump wheat has taken in months. 
The adjournment of the United States Senate without acting on the 
McCall bill was the cause of the sharp advance. The market declined 
15i cents, largely on the prospects that the reciprocity treaty might be 
adopted. 

Think of this, Senators. This is from your exchanges. Since 
we proclaimed this reciprocity agreement our wheat bas de
clined on an average 15i cents a bushel. Do you know what 
that means to the Northwest? North Dakota, Minnesota, and 
South Dakota have raised in a single year for sale about 
200,000,000 bushels of wheat. What does 15 cents a bushel on 
the wheat that they would sell mean? It means $30,000,000 loss 
to those three States in a single year; and yet you are telling us 
that we will not suffer any by putting our price down to the 
Canadian price. 

Proceeding further with this : 
Now that this bill is temporarily disposed of-

1 am quoting now from the exchange-
Now that this bill is temporarily disposed of, it was only natural 

that wheat should take a sharp upturn. '.rhe local mills were good 
buyers of wheat in the pit, and the firmer cash market made the 
future strong a.lso. Shorts were forced to cover and there was some 
speculative buying on the news from Washington. 

·That is published in a paper day after day in Minneapolis, 
which is booming reciprocity and yet showing to its readers by 
every publication. the loss that the people of .Minnesota and 
North and South Dakota will suffer by reason of this reciprocity 
agreement. 

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. l\IcCUMBER. Certainly. 
Mr. KENYON. I desire to ask a question in the best of 

faith. 
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Mr. McCUMBER. I know the Senator would ask it in no 
other way. 

Mr. KENYON. In the reduction of prices, as the Senator 
has stated, was there any reduction in the price of flour, o:f 
breadstuffs? 

Mr. l\fcCUMBER. I understand that there has been a very 
trifiing reduction, but none in breadstuffs. 

In the face of the indisputable evidence of figures and the 
reports from the floor of the grain exchanges, can any man hon
estly deny that this reciprocity agreement, if enacted into law, 
will materially reduce our grain value? 

Mr. President, I do not think there is a single person who 
has heard or read the testimony who will not agree that the 
present rates of tariff have been a great protection to the agri
cultural producers of the Northwest. And if they vote to sup
port this measure they must justify themselves on some other 
ground than that their vote will not be an injury to all of .the 
northwestern farmers. 

BOYLE. 

These conditions have remained so long and so steadfast that 
they could not be accounted for on theory of speculation. These 
comparative prices were so many irrefutable facts that pro
tection did protect. They would not get out of the path of the 
reciprocity advocates who tried to show that protection did not 
protect. So those advocates had to at least make some effort 
to reconcile them with their declarations. And so they brought 
from my State Prof. Bbyle, who, with his lance of political 
science, was to clear the track of argllnient of these disagree
able facts. 

Prof. Boyle was modest. He had evidently been brought face 
to face with those facts before. They had confronted and con
founded his philosophy, and he had not been able to explain 
them away even satisfactorily to himself. And he therefore 
admitted that his explanation for them might not quite satisfy 
others. But he was courageous and willing to take the chance. 
His argument was that several years ago the Province of Mani
toba enacted a law prohibiting the dealing in grain futures. 
Prior to that time the dealer who purchased grain from the 
farmer could sell his product the same day at the price on that 
day, to be delivered at some future time. This enabled him -to 
hedge against loss. It operated as an insurance against subse
quent fluctuations in the market. 

But when this prohibitory law was enacted. and the dealer 
could not sell futures, in order to be perfectly safe he was com
pelled to pay the farmer less than he otherwise would; he was 
compelled to make his profits so much larger; and that this 
accounted for the difference of from 10 to 15 cents per bushel in 
the American and Canadian prices during the last two or three 
years. 

Of course, anyone who knows anything about grain dealing 
could see the weakness of this argument. There were two great 
reasons why the argument did not prove the premises-first, 
because it could not account for so great a difference, if it had 
been true; and, second, because it was not true. 

Under ordinary conditions there would be no reason for hedg
ing. The market was just as liable to advance as to go down. 
By the law of chance he would break even. But, assuming 
that he did not want to take that chance, 1 or 2 cents a bushel 
in his favor would certainly have been a sufficient insurance, 
whereas, according to the theory of Mr. Boyle, it was necessary 
for him to take from 10 to 15 cents a bushel. His argument to 
those having even a limited. knowledge of grain dealing would be 
its own refutation. 

But Mr. Boyle's testimony and his philosophy were based upon 
an erroneous assumption. There has never been any law in 
Canada prohibiting the sale of grain to arrive. No sooner had 
bis testimony been given than all of the witnesses from North 
Dakota informed me that it could not be so. But to be abso
lutely certain, Mr. HELGESEN, Representative from our State, 
wired to Winnipeg for the information, and received in response 
from the secretary of the grain exchange the following telegram : 

H. T. HELGESE!-1, 
WINNIPEG, MA~rTOBA., May 22, 19n. 

Member of Congress, Washington, D. o.: 
Country elevators here sell daily purchases as hedge as ·a regular 

thing. No law preventing it. Exchange floor business here practically 
same as Minneapolis. 

WI:NNIPEG GRAIN EXCHANGE. 

The testimony of Mr. Boyle, of course, was· published. in all 
the reciprocity papers as an explanation of why there was this 
difference between the Canadian and American markets. But 
when it was read in Winnipeg it called for immediate refutation. 

The following editorial from the Manitoba Free Press of 
Saturday, May 27, does not leave even a shadow of the argu
ment of Mr. Boyle. 

I will ask the Secretary to read this editorial for me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read as requested. 

The Secretary. read as follows : 
[From the Manitoba Free Press, Winnipeg, Canada, Saturday, May 27, 

1911.] 

NOT WELL POSTED. 

Prof. James D. Boyle, of the University of North Dakota._ has been 
giving evidence before the Senate Finance Committee of tne United 
States, at Washington, on the subject of reeiproeity and the price of 
wheat in Winnipeg, Minneapolis, and Duluth. If all the evidence fur
nished by the professor is as accurate as that about the Winnipeg Grain 
Exchange, it will be well for the Senate committee to have it revised 
before use. The following is his statement on this point: 

" There was good reason for the depression of prices at Winnipeg 
entirely apart from the question of the tariff. This reason was the 
passage of hostile legislation by the Manitoba Legislature. This legisla
tion was directed against trading in futures, and it had the effect of 
tlisrupting entirely the Winnipeg Produce & Grain Exchange. It was 
forced out of business, and a voluntary organization known as the 
Winnipeg Grain Exchange took its place. Trading in futures was given 
up. Government elevators were also built in competition with the pri
vate ones. 

" The result of these changes was that Winnipeg grain dealers could 
no longer pay the prices they had hitherto paid. Elevators, which bad 
been accustomed to hedge by selling in futures against what they bought 
for ca.sh, had to give up this form of insurance against loss. They had 
to carry the risk themselves now, whereas formerly they had been able 
to protect themselves against it. Naturally that risk had to be paid 
for. It was paid for in lower prices for wheat. The Manitoba farmer 
is, therefore~ paying insurance against Joss to the ngencies that gather 
and ship his wheat-an insurance that was before taken care of by the 
device of trading in futures." 

This will be news, indeed, to the members of the Winnipeg Grain Ex
change. The "hostile legislation" referred to by Prof. Boyle was passed 
during the winter session of the Manitoba Legislature of 190 . It 
modified certain by-laws of the Winnipeg Grain & Produce Exchange, 
but no attempt was made to prohibit trading in futures. The old ex
change disappeared because that was the easiest way out of the situa
tion which was created by the passage of the legislation, and the new 
voluntary association was formed, the change in the name being made 
by dropping the word " Produce." This new exchange came into active 
being with the opening of the new building on the 1st of September 
1908, and the trading in futures goes on increasing year by year, until 
to-day it Is rather more than three times as great as it was in 1908. 
Indeed, the grain-option market in Winnipeg is now the third largest on 
the continent of America, as it is the largest cash-wheat market on the 
continent of America. Its fluctuations are momentarily posted both in 
Chicago and Minneapolis, as the fluctuations of those exchanges are 
posted in Winnipeg. Sales are hedged as they always have been, and · 
elevators do not carry one dollar more risk now than they did in the 
days before the passage of the "hostile legislation." 

As to the effect of Government elevators, they are supposed to en
hance, not depreciate, the price of wheat. At least that is the claim 
made for them by their most ardent supporters, and in any case they have 
only existed, partially in one Province, for one sea.son, so they could 
hardly have affected prices in 1908, before they came into existence. 

CANADIAN COMPETITION. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Having established beyond any possible 
controversy that our prices are higher than the Canadian prices 
at the present time, and that this reciprocity agreement if en
acted into law will level those prices in the immediate future 
to the world's level, the question arises, Will it be possible for 
us at any time in the future to again occupy the position we 
have for the last several years, that of having a home market 
worth from 10 to 15 cents a bushel on wheat, 25 to 30 cents a 
bushel on flax, and 20 to 30 cents a bushel on barley more than 
it would be if we were dependent upon the foreign market? 

I say again that the farmer who for years has looked forward 
to that period when consumption and pr_oduction of wheat, 
barley, and flax should equal each other in this country, looked 
forward to it with a longing hope and a steadfast faith that this 
protective duty would some day bring to him a measure of 
justice which he had not been able to secure in the past, because 
of his surplus production, will be doomed to remain for a cen
tury to come absolutely dependent upon and subservient to the 
world's level of prices for his products; and that with the 
enormous possibilities of grain production in the Canadian 
northwest those prices will be lower, comparatively, than he 
has received for a number of years. 

1\Ir. President, it is impossible to get the average person to 
comprehend either the extent of territory or the measure of 
possibility of grain raising in the Canadian northwest. The 
figures which you will give him are so startling that he can 
scarcely give credence to them. 

The wheat production of the world is to-day about 3,000,-
000,000 bushels. The northwestern Provinces of Canada have 
an available acreage which can be cultivated, and which, if all 
sowed to wheat, would yield a supply equal to the present 
world's production. Our annual crop is, in round numbers, 
about 650,000,000 bushels. That northwestern country has an 
acreage which, when all under cultivation, is capable of produc
ing four and one-half times as much as the average yield of the 
United States. 

I again do not want this to stand on my uncorroborated decla
ratiou. I propose to back up my assertions with irrefutable 
evidence. 

I~ 
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n;he Government .statistics of Canada, w'hich are not inclined Mr. CHA::arnERLAIN. One-twentieth, " producing ti 'total crop of 240,~ 

+ t · th A! 11 · · th thr th 000,000 bushels," says Mr. Harc3urt. "The und'ceup!ed land in the .... o exaggera ~· :give e LLO owm~ .ac!eage 'lil . y ee nor - future will produce at lt:!ast 5,0 0;000,000 busbels. Thl!? ts not tbe 
.western .Provmces ·capable -of cultrvation ]llfi ra~Slng crops: enll. !l'here is a great northern country-tl}.e McKenzie Basin-wl,licb 

ls capable of producing grain." That is taken 'from the Ciinadian Year-
Ni,unb. e.r of Q09k, and I want to say that ~hose people up there, her oilicials, are 

Provinces. Number of ~res ~i10_ JlOj: giYen to exaggerated state1]lents, and from wha,t I have read "3.nd 
acres. aiifta'b.T f'fom wbat I know, l believe tfiat statement ts absolut~fy correct; and 

I 1v'nnt to ·say, further, that two lines of rqllway are blilldip.g into that 
very c011Iltry at tbe rate ot four or five hundred miles a year, bringing 
it ·within the reach of the settler und affording a market for tlie crop 

=~~~;van.:::::::::·.:.::·.::~:::::.:::::~:~:::::::~: 1~',~r6',~ 27,m,m when it is produced. - 86, ' .Sena\or MCCUMBER. Now, of course, the -vast proportion, or lm'ge 
.Alberta ...•• ·-·····················-·······-········· 162, 000,0<!0 100, ' _proportion, of all this grain raised in the northwest must be exported 

1-----1·---- ·to some couhtry, must it not? 
Total ............ --·-··-···········-·····-·-···· 369,604,480 213,826,240 Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Up ·there'? 

Senator MCCUMBER. Yes. Canada can not take it. It has got .to 
Now, let us suppose that .all of this tillable land is under oe~'gi~MBERLAIN. It has ~ot to be exported. 

cultivation. 'The nverage yield of these northwestern 'Prov- Senator McCuMBER. Then, is not the logical and the only conclusion 
inces has been about 20 busb.els to the acre. Two .hundred and that, with that vast ·area, with its :immense possibilities, coupled with 
thirteen million acres, at 20 bushels .P.er .acre, would ,Jll'oiluce ~r~b f~~~\~~ rra~~f;~ -Ta~~e~ee;~f~~~~~i~~g~~;~~f0:1~ 
4,260,000llOOO bushels. , ;grain than :what we ~call the leveLdf the world's prices? . 

Will a this be sown to wheat .in the future? Certainly not. ' Mr. ·~MBEB!'AIN. The only thing that will .save ~h:e .American 
Why? :Becaus~ there eould be no demand for it in the imme- 1 'farmer, it this b.µI hec.o~s elfe.ctive, will ·be that ~ Almighty ..deatroys 

. · " , that crop; that is the orily thing that can save him. 
diate future. If you double the worlds SU.P.Ply of wheat, the Senator M.cCumrn.&. Then, from uo .to ·so or '1.00-years it means that 
tProduct would scarcely be w.orth .hauling to market. The ·only 1 ,the farmers of -the Northwest will never get the price for their '}lroducts 
point I am trying to make and to make clear is the possibility greater trum the world's market? _ 
f th t t d th ' +'hn·t th ' · t . 11\lr. ·CHAMllERLATN. Absolutely, :Senator. o a coun ry an e assurance w..w.. ere is a vas _ empire . -Senator MaCUMBER . . Ana we Jose the benefit ·o'f ·the American market, 

of virgin soil, capable of being opened U.P and made pr.oductive ' because the moment w.e get a price above the market ·of the .world .here 
"just as .rapidly as the woria•s ·mcrease of population will de- ls this surplus ot C~ada to. rush in and drive lt down. 

. . . . Mr. CHA-mrnRW.IN. 'Yes, sir; and that Elll'plus is so :great ihat it-will 
mand its ,production. .And I want to convrnce the Senate :anCI. not result ·even in ;raising .the price of the ·Canadian wheat. We come 
everyone who will make a careful investigation of this subject down to the Liverpool level, bnth ·of .us. . 
ihat the ·effect of these .Possibilities the fact that the land is Senator McCuMJJER. And 'then the pomt J: wanted . . to m~ke is that 
t , . . ' . . 1:1ven though there should not be a bushel exported mto this country, 
here to .produce this unmense nuantity of wheat, means that ·sf:Ul :the act or its being ·th.ere for ·export and no ·tariff wall between 

so long ·as it can enter free into 'this country in competition usi.. rwould result in constantly and ,ete:rnally keeping ·our.s down? 
-with our own wheat the value of our wheat can never ..main- .llll". CHAMBERLAIN . .Absolutely. It .can .n.ot . .do anythmg .else that I 
·tain a level 'for any length of time in excess of the -value of rcan S'ee. . . . . . . . • 
that grain for exporting _purposes. In other words, it means .Mr. Pres~dent, _ ~fr. L~i.er, in his d1.~cuss1on of this trea.tY 
that 'for at least a hundred years to come the farmers of our befo.:e ihe Canai:li~ P~llament, speak'mg of .the wheat~
Northwestern States must remain exact!y where th~y h:rve dnction of Canada m the near furore, ~ys: 
been for the last hundred -yea.rs, -with the exc~ption of -the 1a:st We are sure the pi:oduction will .increase tenfold by and Qy. 
decade, ·subject io the world's demand .for their ·products, ana He was discussing a .product .which was then, .I believe, 
that they will hereafter be denied that which they have waited 166,000,000 bushels. If .it is to in.crease tenfold .b_y -and ~y, ;you 
so long to obtam-a really l)rotected ma:rke:t for their products. would .have 1,600,000,000 bushels, or .half of the world'-s .suppJ.y. 
Of course they will :exist. ·Of course tb.ey will live just as He aoes not claim that this tenfold is the limit of Us ·increase. 
they 'ha-ve 1ived, but the enactment of this law is a TegiSlative Mr. Devine, speaking of the Canadian Northwest, says: 
aecree -deptiv:ing them <Jf their well-earned inheritance. Ana, I want to say to y.ou, gentlemen~ that they _have .200,000,000 acres 
Mr. President, ne who robs me of ihe "Tight to inherit 'that of grain land-that is, oats, b¥ley, flax, wheat, rye-11Ild I woufd say 
which my own labors or my own sacrifices have he..,...ed to ere. to you_ that in no p~ace on tp.1s co~tinent are there 200,000,000 acres 

• • • · • .l.l' that will compare with it ·in its ability as a farm country. rr'hey thave 
ate does me as great an mJustice as he who d~pr1ves llle of my :145,000,000 acres of grazing and ilairy land, and 105,000 people went 
present _possessions. 'there last -year. '* • ~ They are 'beginning in Canada on the high

MT President it is so difficnlt to impress the minds of ·those est level. that we know ill: the West .to develop it, deyelop -it rapidly, 
· ' . . . . . . develop it well. They will .ha.:e this .year -to sell. m an, probably 

-who ha-ve not had the opportunity to visit this land of wonder- .3.50,000,00D _bushels. Ten y~mrs zgo they raised no .flax.; now they are 
ful .Potentiality with either its territorial extent or its iPl'O- raising from 5,000,000 ·to ·7,000;000 b~shels, and ·you ~ke that 30 cents 
auctive capacity that I feel justified in sirpporting the reports off. and I w~t to tell you you are j?omg. to 'do a gr~at huFt and you are 
-of the ·canadia.n Government with additional e-vidence. gomg to ~ripple the people of the West m "Competlt10U with Canada. 

Great numbers are incomprehensible. The illustration given .Mr. Klllo~· .~f. North Dakota, ·says·: . 
by Prof Chamberlain will help us to understand the extent of Well, the J!Oss1bililies are way beyond the co~ception 'Of must m~ 

· the possibilities of the three northwestem Provmces nf Canada-Mani 
the productive section of this territory. Ee ·says-and I again .toba, Saskatchewan, !1.Ild .Alberta. They have been .raising an avemg~ 
.caTI 'the uttention of Senators to the map on the wall which of about 21 bushels of -wheat. Their tillable area, on a. basis o 
~bile it ·sho,....,..s only a -nortion of the United States will h 1~ 15 bushels of wheat per acre, would produce an .amount equal 10 the 

" · " · iJ • e :.!:"' present world's supply of .more than 3,000,000,000 bushels. It is not 
elucidate the illustration: at a11 reasonable to presume that it would all be seeded to wheat, but 

Gentlemen, you can step to a map of the LJnited States and take a it is a possibility. That is a rather lltrong statement, but I think it is 
pair of dividers and place one leg or one toe on Minneapolis. place true. 
the other toe at the southeastern corner of Tennessee-I ·say ·Tennes- The following 'table, showing the rapid development ·of a single 
see, because Tennessee and Oklahoma, I think, are our most southern ill t d t · ·d 
States that produced a surplus of wheat; I do not think Texas does one of these Provinces, 1V en o give 'YO-U S"ome I ea of the 
unless within the last year or two. Now, that covers a big area. 'Competition 'that is in -store for our 'northwestern lfarmers: 
From Minneapolis to Tennessee is our entire wheat field, except a little Growth of wheat production, Saskatchewan. 
on the coagt. Now, turn it around to tJie Northwest and set down the 
leg from Tennessee, keeping the other on Minneapolis, an<I you nave I 
not reached the northern bolll).dary of the wheat field by 500 .miles ; Wheat. Oats. Barley. Flax. 
iou .have not reached their best wheat ilelds by 300 miles, .the Peace 
.1dve:r 'Valley, from the evidence we have at hand. 

I again call the attention of Senators to the map. 'You will 
·ftnd on the Canadian Northern road farthest to the north
west Edmonton. l am informed they m:e raising good wheat 
and grinding it to-day 600 .miles north of Edmonton, nnd rais
ing it very successfully. To-day that country has .not the 
rji.ilroads and the settlements, but it has the salubrious climate 
that comes from warm winds from the Japan current, and its 
capabilities are beyond cqmprehension. 

I want to read a quotation-

! am still following the evidence of Mr. Chamberlain
! ~ant to read a quotation froJn George Harcourt, minister of agri-

cUiture for the Provmce of Alber~, in 1909. He D).ade this Teport, 
Speaker CAN!<!ON says : " Of the country which is known, -the .area 
~apable of producing grain is 220,000,000 acres." 

He is referring to the three Provinces. 
"Two hundred and twenty million acres. The total area in crops la.at 

year was 11,267,870 acres." Now, remember, 11,000,000 in .22.0,000,QOO 
capable of b~ing put tn cultivation. 

Senator MCCillmER. One-'tiventieth in .:c.ultlvation? 

1898--· ····-·········-··········· 
1899.--. ······--················· 
19()() ___ ·-···--·-. ··~--~····-·· 
1901.- ...... --· -~. -~- .. -·-·. 
1.902 ••••••••••••••• ·-··-········ 
'1903 •• ·- ••••••••• - •••••••• ··-··· -
1904 .•• ·---······-···-·······-·· 
1905 ..• ···········-··············-
1906. •·•·•••••·••·•·••••••••·•••·· 
1907 --·. ••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 
1908-.• ··-······-····-············ 
l.909 .• -·-·••"•~-·-····-~···--·-

Buakela. J1'U8hel8. 
4, 780, 440 I, 589, 412 
6, 083, 508 ~' 518, 248 
3, 443,.671 1, 604, 561 

11, 956, 069 5, 517, 886 
13, 110, 330 6, 975, 796 
I5, 121, 015 9, 104, 007 
15, 944, 730 10, 756, 350 
26, 107, 286 19, 213, 055 
37, 040, 008 23, 965, 228 
Zl, 691, 601 23, 324, 003 
50, 654, 529 48, 379, ~ 
90, 215, 000 l105, 455, 000 

Bv.she],g. 
182,859 
160,004 
.150,822 

- .354, 703 
298,632 
655,593 
589,336 
893,396 

1,316, 415 
!,'350,265 
3,965, 724 
7,833,000 

Buahela. 

--~i53;7o9 
285, 697 
166,434 
398,399 
710,689 

1,364, 716 
2,589, 3{)2 
4, 448, 700 

How is that .farming done in ·that conntry'? Wby is it that 
.our manufacturers of farm machinery ·are so ·anxious to get 
the tariff taken off of their manufactured -product? I will ·give 
:N-OU -a little example of what I !have seen up there. In the 
latter part of the month of ]}lay, on the broad prairies, at the 
1i;me for seeding Jla.x,J: have seen an engine drawing 12 breaking 
plowi;. .Behind the breaking plows were disk Jrarrow:a to . .cut 
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the sod. Behind them were seeders or drills. All that break
ing, cultivating, pulverizing, and seeding flax was done at one 
time. That gives you something of an idea of the way they 
are developing that country and what is meant by the testi
mony of Mr. Devine when he says they are adopting the latest 
methods known in the development of that great Northwest. 

Here, then, is this enormous Canadian product lying along 
our entire Minnesota, Dakota, and Montana border just as ac
cess)ble to Minneapolis as the wheat of those States, the kind of 
wheHt that Minneapolis wants for the grade of :flour ·she makes 
for The American people-flour which, I believe, brings more in 
t.he narkets of the United States and the world than any other 
flour produced. Where will be the market for this grain? If 
our prices should for a week be higher on the American side, 
of course it would come in. 

Now, if you will again look at the map, you can see the 
natural flow of that grain. It can come down to Minneapolis 
and Duluth or it can go on the Canadian roads to Port Arthur. 
It is practically as near to one section of the lake as it is to 
another section of the lake. Practically all of the Canad~n 
products must be exported, because, with a population of only 
8,000,000, they will produce in a few years more grain than 
will be produced by us. Therefore their product will prac
tically be all exported, and it will naturally go to the nearest 
market that will give it anything above the export price. 
That means that our market must be eternally down to the 
export price, in competitioR with the world, while we buy 
everything upon a more or less protected basis. 

I am not, however, claiming that it will come in in any great 
quantities. We will be producirig enough to supply the Ameri
can demand under ordinary conditions for some years. We 
will be exporting in some sections of the country for a number 
of years. And though we might not import one bushel of it in 
10 years, the very fact that it is there and ready to come over 
into this country the moment our prices are above the general 
world's prices, that of itself will keep our prices down to the 
Canadian price. Though the Canadian farmer might not ex
port a bushel of that vast production of grain into the United 
States, he stands there with a club-and an enormous club is 
this Canadian surplus-ready to beat down the American price 
the moment it rises above the world's level of prices. 

BARLEY. 

Does the raising of barley in the United States need protec
tion? 

Mr. Mauff states that the world's crop of barley is 
1,400,000,000 bushels, and probably 1,000,000,000 bushels of it is 
fed to animals. 

Mr. GRONNA. l\fr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to his colleague? 
Mr. McCUMBER. I do. 
Mr. GRONNA. My colleague has covered this question very 

thoroughly, but I want to suggest to Senators who come from 
States where they do not raise No. 1 bard wheat that they 
will be the losers just as well as the States which raise hard 
wheat. We buy wheat raised in the Southern States and mix 
it with the hard wheat, and therefore the southern farmer is 
benefited. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. I think I have covered that. 
Mr. GRONNA. I did not hear the Senator on that point 

I simply wanted to make that suggestion. 
Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is absolutely correct in that 

respect. 
The barley acreage in the United States in 1900 was 

2,804,282 and the crop 58,925,833 bushels, while this year-
1910-the acreage was 7,257,000 and the crop 162,227,000 
bushels. Note its wonderful growth under protection. 

In the :five principal barley-growing States of the Mississippi 
Valley the farmers increased their acreage during that period 
as follows: Minnesota, from 325,000 acres to 1,285,000 acres; 
Wisconsin, from 245,000 acres to 866,000 acres; South Dakota, 
from 108,000 acres to 1,025,000 acres; North Dakota, from 
.244,000 acres to 987,000 acres; and Iowa, from 444,000 acres to 
510,000 acres. 

This wonderful development in the increase on acreage and 
production in the United States is due to the stimulus given 
the barley trade by the protection of 30 cents per bushel. At 
the end of the fiscal year of 1904 and while the tariff was 30 
cents a bushel on barley, it was worth about 45 cents a bushel, 
notwithstanding the few markets and dull times and low prices 
of all products. We changed the tariff in 1904 to a 30 per cent 
ad valorem, which amounted to about 10 cents a bushel, and 
we soon brought the price of barley down to about 30 cents a 
bushel. From the fiscal year of 1898 when we raised the tariff 
again to 30 cents a bushel, the price of barley began an ascent, 

continuing until 1908 when it was 73 cents a bushel. The large 
crop of 1909 brought it down to 55 cents a bushel and the short 
crop of 1910 brought it up to 86 cents or 90 cents and even $1 
a bushel. For the :fiscal year 1893 when the duty was but 30 
per cent ad valorem, or from 10 to 12 cents a bushel, we im
ported over 2,000,000 bushels. As soon as we put on our tariff 
of 30 cents a bushel our importations dropped from about 
2,000,000 bushels down to 104,000 bushels, and they have not 
been of any moment since then. Thus it will be seen that our 
tariff did have a very decided effect upon our barley during all 
of these years, and during the last year we have had the full 
benefit of the tariff, or about 30 cents a bushel. 

Mr. Chamberlain says: 
Canada grows 1,800,000 acres of barley, yielding 55,400,000 bushels; 

30 bushels per acre, H bushels per capita. The United States grows 
about 7,000,000 acres, yielding about 170,000,000 bushels; 25 bushels to 
the acre, or less than 2 bushels per capita. Those are the figures taken 
from the best available authority. 

The average barley yield in Canada is 30 bushels. If it 
costs $8 to produce an acre of barley, it costs 27 cents a 
bushel in Canada. The yield in the United States is 25 bushels 
and the cost per bushel 32 cents, or 5 cents more per bushel than 
in Canada. With the tariff removed, Canada could easily suppJy 
the entire barley market of the United States. 

EFFECT ON OTHER PRODUCTS. 

M:r. President,. I have shown what the effect of this agreement 
has been and will be on the principal products of the State 
which I represent-wheat, barley, flax, and oats. Will its effect 
be injurious to other farm products? If so, what and to what 
extent? It will, of course, have no direct effect on corn. It may 
have little on poultry, eggs; and vegetables. It will depend on 
location. At some points we may be able to export those things 
into Canada, and in other sections Canada will export them into 
this country. 

For a few years we shall be exporting horses into northwest
ern Canada to fill the needs of that rapidly developing section. 
The demand for horses to cultivate the new fields will not allow 
time for colts to grow horses. Twenty to twenty-five years ago 
we imported into North Dakota the horses we needed. To-day 
we are exporting horses. Twenty to twenty-five years hence, if 
not before, Canada will be exporting horses into this country. 

For a while we shall undoubtedly send cattle into northwest
ern Canada, but their increase, raised and fattened on those vast 
ranges, will return to compete with our cattle raised on higher
priced land and under less favorable conditions. 

The Canadian sheep industry is not now very considerabJe, 
but with millions of acres of range land and with freedom of 
entry, not only for the sheep but also for the wool on the sheep's 
back, this industry will in a few years become a most earnest 
competitor in our markets. 

The evidence c1early ·establishes that in the eastern section 
of the United States our hay crop will suffer severely by 
Canadian competition. In the West we shall not feel this 
competition. 

Premier Laurier, in his address in the Canadian Parliament, 
dwelt with emphasis upon the great value of the American mar
ket for Can:!dian hay. His views are substantiated by the eL:i
dence submitted before the Finance Committee. 

Mr. President, I can not better sum up my conclusion as to 
the effect of the agreement on some of the products of the farm 
than by quoting from the e\idence of Mr. Hull. He says: 

Mr. Duff. who is minister of agriculture of Ontario, made a stirring 
appeal to the Canadian farmers of Stratford that it was beneath the 
dignity of Canada to go across the border and ask for reciprocal trade 
relations with the Tinited States. One of the leading farmers of that 
section got up and said: • 

" Mr. Duff, I hitched my lambs on behind a carlond of Michigan 
lambs, a.nd when they crossed the border I had to pay 75 cents on every 
one of those lambs. The American lambs from Michigan went across 
free. Had we had this relation, I would have had 75 cents more for 
those lambs. I have been marketing many of my products over there. 
Had it not been for that, I would have had the money. Could I sell over 
there in New York, in Ohio, or Michigan my butter which I am produc
ing this year, I could get 8 cents a pound more on the average than I 
have gotten. I could have gotten 3i to 4 cents a bushel more for my 
oats; I could have gotten 30 cents more for my barley; I could have 
40 cents more a bushel for my beans. Mr. Secretary of Agriculture, 
you and your dignity be hanged. I am in this for the money there 
ls in it." 

That, I think, expresses tersely and accurately the condition 
in the eastern section. But I have dealt more particularly with 
what I know to be the conditions in the western part. 

COST OF PRODUCTION. 

Mr. President, I have declared as one of the great reasons 
why we should enact no legislation that would diminish the 
earnings of the tillers of the soil that their earnings under 
present conditions are very meager and far less than those 
of any other class of labor. The occupation of farming to-day 
is one requiring very considerable intelligence and most careful 
study and h·aining in order to secure even moderate success. 
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To-day it requires more capital than ever before to engage in 
farming and more than it does to engage in most businesses. 
In rny State a half section of land will cost all the way from 
$8,0GO to $15,000, ancr it would require from $3,000 to $5,000 
worth of personal property to run it. You can start in the 
mercantile business in most of the small towns on only a frac
tion of this amount. You can start a State bank with a capital 
of $10,000 and a national bank with a capital of $25,000. And 
I repeat it requires far more study and judgment to lmow how 
to rotate crops, how to vary your plowing and cultivation for 
different kinds of crops and in different seasons, how to rehabili
tate worn-out soil, how to, prepare your seed-far more thought 
and judgment than it requires. to buy cloth at 15 cents a yard 
and sell it at 35 cents a yard. 

It is needless to quote to me ~tatistics of the vast number 
ot men who fail in mercantile enterprises. Those sru:ne, men 
would, every one ot them, fail as farmers. In most instances 
the same lack of application and industry which caused a fail
ure in their own business would have caused them to foil in 
the farming business. It would probably be found that in 
nearly every one of the mercantile failures the owner w.a.s. dOing 
business wholly on somebody else's capital, and the interest 
would not stop while he was attending baseball games. 

Mr. Pr~sident, difficult as is the task of ascertaining the cost 
of producing farmers' products, the very thorough and careful 
methods adopted by some of the agricultural colleges have 
reduced the subject to a reasonable certainty. I have ma.de up 
a table from the testimony of Prof. Chamberlain, of the South 
Dakota Agricultural College, combined with the reports from 
the Agricultural Department, showing the cost of production. of 
wheat per acre and per bushel in the States of :Minnesota and 
the two Dakotas for five yea.rs, 1905 to 1909, inclusive. This 
table includes cost of production per acre, yield in bushels per 
acre, fru.·m -ralue per acre, cost per bushel, fa.rm value per 
bushel, profit per acre, loss per acre, profit per bushel, and loss 
per bushel. I have used the Minnesota cost of production_ for 
both the Dakotas, ha:ving no other· data. 

Oost of producing toheat, including pro"fi,ts and losses. 

Cost Aver-
nor Farm c Fat:m 
iN age value ost value Profit Loss Profit Loss 

Stat S d ears acre y1'eld e~y ·~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
g~~ J::~. acre. bushel. bushel. acre.1 acre. bushel. bushel 

----------------
Minnesota: Bush. 

190.'L ....•... $3.'10 13.3 $9.44 so. 6.1 $0. 71 Sl.C4 ·sL32' $0.08 --ro:i2 1905 ......... 8. 40 10.9 7.08 . 77 .6.5 
1907 ......... 8.40 13 1L96 .64 .92 3.56 .28 
1908 .. ____ ... 8.40 12.8 12.03 .66 .94 3.63 ......... .28 . ........ 
1909 ......... 8.40 16.8 16.13 .50 .96 7. 73 ............. .46 .. ......... 

North Dakota: 
UJ05 ......... 8.40 14 9.66 .60 .69 1.26 .09 
l!lOf... ....... 8.40 13 8.19 .69 .63 .31 .06 
1907 •..••••.• 8.40 10 8.70 .84 .87 .30 ........... . 03 .. ...... 
1!?09 ......... 8.40 13. 7 12.60 . 61 .92 4.20 ....... .31 . .......... 

South Dakota: 
1905 ......... 8.40 13. 7 9.18 .61 .67 . 78 .06 ........ 
1006 ......... 8.40 13.4 8.17 .62 .61: 

"i:57' .13 .01 
1907 ......... 8.40 11.2 9.97 • 75 .89 .14 
1903 ......... 8.40 12.8 11. 78 .6.5 .92 3.38 .'ll ...... _ .... 
1909 ......... 8.40 14.1 12.69 .59 .90 4.29 .31 ······· 

i A w rag.e for these States, $2. 
Cost per acre for producing wheat in Minnesota. found in. Bulletin No. 

.73 Department ot Agriculture, on page 50. 
Yield per acre from Airricultural Yearbook. 1909, page 450. 
Farm value per acr~. Agricultural Yearbook, 1909, page 451. 
Farm value per bushel, Agricultural Yearbook, 1909, page 452. 
In this table no allowance is made for depreciation in improvements 

horses, machinery, insurance, etc., nor loss by hail, drought, and other 
extr.s.ordinary ci.rcumstances, and nothing for the large acreage ea.ch 
year which may be either summer fallowed or in pasture or for any 
cause not J?roducing. 

Without going over this table, I simply call attention to the 
fact that the average profit per acre was $2 during all these 
years. There were two years in which there was an actual loss 
and if we had considered 1910, when there was a total loss, w~ 
probably would not have averaged over $1.25 or $1.50 an acre. 

Mr. President, there has been very much talk and considerable 
evidence concerning the difference in the cost of production in 
Canada and the United States. I have paid little attenUon to 
it. I know that in my section of the country there is very little 
difference on either side of the boundary line, either in the cost 
of labor on the farm or farm machinery to operate it. It is prob
able that as the Canadian farmer uses American machinery, 
which must pay a Canadian duty, that such ma.chine~ry costs him 
a little more than it costs the American. farmer, although I am 
informed that this machinery is sold to the Canadian wholesaler 
very often lower than it is wholesaled to the American dealer. 
But that is a trivial matter in malting up the general cost of pro-

duction. The two great items that enter into the cost of produc
tion are, first, value of land, and, second, value of crop raised 
thereon. The· price of land in Richland County, in my State, 
is at least twice the average price of land in Saskatchewan. If 
oul"' land, theref-0re, costs $40 per ·acre and produces 15 bushels 
of wheat per acre, worth 80· cents a bushel, we would receive a 
gross return of $12 per acre. And if it costs $10 per acre to 
produce it (and' charging depreciation of personal property, in
suranee, and! the many other unlooked-for expenses it will cost 
more than that on an average), there .will be· a net gain of $2 
per acre, or 5 per cent interest on the investment. 

If the Camadian farmer's IancI costs $-20 per acre- and pro
duces. 20 bushels- per acre, worth 80 cents per bushel, he would 
receive a gross return of $16 per acre. And if it costs $11 per 
acre to produce it (allowing a little more cost for handling the 
heavier crop· raised), there will be a net gain of $5 per a.ere, or 
25 per cent on the inve~tment 

Yon will therefore see that to secure the same return the 
American farmer must make a much heavier investment, and 
as we must consider the capital employed in computing the 
cost ot .Production, we shouTd therefore need our tariff wall to 
place the American farmer on an equality with the northwest
ern Canadian farmer. Of course, Mr. President,. the-value of 
the lands close to the border do not show this difference, but 
taldng the two great sections, the difference at the present time 
is very considerable. It stands to reason that as soon as the 
duty is removed this .difference will grow less. 

But, Mr. President, I have never given my assent to the doc
trine that the measure of our protection should always be the 
difference in tlie cost of production of an article in this and any 
foreign country. 

In that I do differ from many of my Republican associates. 
l want protection that protects. I want it just high enough 
to insure reasonable profits to the producer, after allowing 
good and reasonable wages for the labor employed in pro
ducing it. And I want that protection just low ennugh, that 
if the producer, either by combination or otherwise advances 
the price· of his product to an unreasonable point, the for
eign. goods will come in and force him down to a reasonable 
basis. I want all of our people to live well. If it should 
actually cost just as much to produce an article in China 
as- it costs to produce it in the United States, and the China
man, because he can live on one-fourth as much a.s the Amer
ican can live on, is willing to sell his product over here on 
a basis of one-fourth the profit the American should have, I 
would not let his goQds come into the country free. And, Mr. 
President, that is just the ridiculous position this theory of th.e 
measure of protection would drive us into if applied in every 
case. I admit that in most cases it might be just and fair. 

The question I asR: myself is this: Is the vocaUon ot farming 
in this country, considering the capital necessarily invested aud 
the amount of intelligence of the labor necessarily employed, a.s 
profitable· as other vocations? My answer to that question is 
"No." Applying my principle of protection to that condition, I 
then conclude that I should give the farmer's products. that 
protection. which will insure him just, fair, and equitable rc
munera tion, no more and no less. And that which I would apply 
to the farmer's products I would apply to every other great 
product. 

PRESIDENT.'S POSITION. . 

.l\Ir. President, I have carefully read the position of Pre,sident 
Taft on this· subject as outlined in his Chicago address of 
June 3. I am certain the President. wishes to be fair.. But it is 
evident from his address that he, too, is imbued with the very 
general error that Liverpool fixes the price of our wheat. I 
have been for some hours engaged in refuting that error; and, 
Mr. President, 1 have refuted that fallacy and ha-ve shown that 
the proposition has no possible application where the home 
demand is greater than the- home supply. 

The President saya: 
The only rear. importation~ agricultural products that we may expect 

from Canada of any considerable amount will consist of wheat, barley, 
rye, and oats. The world's price of these fouT cereals is fixed abroad, 
where the surplUB from the prodQcing countries is disposed of, and is 
little affected by the place from. which. the su.pply is derived. 

Let me ask the President this question: The cost of trans
porting wheat from Minneapolis to Liverpool, including insur
ance, commissions, cost of handling, and so forth, and allowing 
no profits for the dealer, is about 15 cents per bushel If Liver
pool fixes the price of wheat in Minneapolis, then Liverpool 
prices must average at least 15 cents per bushel above Min
neapolis price for the same kind of grain. But your Bureau of 
Statistics of the Agricultural Depa.rtment shows, by. the table I 
have referr_ed to •. that the average price of No. 1 northern for 
the. year 1908 was, .Minneapolis $L11. per bushel, Liverpool 
$1.25 per bushel, a d1fference of only 14 cents. The average 
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price at Minneapolis for the year 1909 was $1.20 per bushel, 
Liverpool $1.29 per bushel, a <lifference of only 9 cents. The 
average price at l\Iinneapolis for the year 1910 was $1.14 per 
bushel, Liverpool $1.14 per bushel, a difference of no cents. 
How, then, could Liverpool fix Minneapolis prices for that grain 
when not for a si!lgle day during those three years could Min
neapolis ha ye shipped a bushel of that grain to Liverpool? 

The --rery next sentence of the President, wherein he proceeds 
to explain the cause of the difference of 10 cents per bushel in 
favor of the Dakota and .Minnesota farmer, shows that those 
to whom he has looked for information on this subject pave nq_t 
given him the actuar status. The President of the United 
States, with his manifold duties, can not possibly go into the 
detaHs of every one of these questions. Note his explanation. 
Ile says; 

Canadian wheat nets, perhaps, 10 cents less a bushel to the producer 
than wheat grown in the Dakotas or in Minnesota, due to the fact 
that the cost of exporting that wheat and warehousing it and trans
porting it to Liverpool is considerably greater than the cost to the 
Dakota farmer of disposing of his wheat to the millers of Minneapolis 
or sending it abroad. 

Note the President says that our higher price is due to the 
fact that the cost of exporting that wheat and warehousing it 
and transporting it to Liverpool is considerably greater than the 

~ cost of the Dakota farmer in disposing of his wheat to the 
millers of .Minneapolis or sending it abroad. It is clearly appa
rent that the President is laboring under a mistaken idea that 
this difference in price applies only to those places where there 
is a difference in the cost of transportation, and so forth, 
whereas the fact is that all along the border line between 
Canada and the United States, where the freight is exactly the 
same and where the Canadian wheat can go through this 
country in bond, there is the same difference; and when you 
get back into the interior of northwestern Canada, where the 
cost of transportation and housing the - Canadian wheat is 
greater than in the United States, the difference between the 
United States and Canadian prices is just so much greater. 
Every case that we have cited has been where the cost of 
transportation and warehousing was the same on both sides 
of the line. The average difference of from 10 to 15 cents a 
bushel in favor of the American side, which we have been 
discussing, is where the cost of transportation to Liverpool, 
warehousing, and so forth, is the same. Certai:p.ly the Presi
dent will not contend that it costs more to transport grain to 
Liverpool from Port Arthur on the Canadian side of Lake 
Superior than it costs to transport it to Liverpool from Duluth 
on the American side of the lake. And :yet the Duluth market 
for several years past, like the Minneapolis market, has been 
from 10 to 15 cents per bushel better than on the Port Arthur 
side. 

In the very next sentence which the President utters in that 
speech, although given by him to elucidate another proposition, 
he is unconsciously disclosing the one great cause and the one 
great explanation of this difference in prices, namely, home 
demand. 

He says: 
Th~ capacity of the American mills ls 33 per cent greater than is 

needed to mill the . wheat of this country. 

That is the answer, Mr. President. 
Now, remember the greatest milling capacity in this country 

~ is at· Minneapolis. The greatest demand for wheat for milling 
is at Minneapolis. The supply of the kind of wheat needed by 
Minneapolis in this country and in the Minneapolis territory is 
not equal to that demand, hence the higher prices. When the 
Canadian product can come in from Canada free, the supply will 
be much more than the Minneapolis demand, hence prices must 
go down. 

There are three other ideas suggested in the President's ad
dress which challenge consideration. Referring to this agree
ment generally, the President says: 

It will not, in my judgment, reduce the price of wheat or other 
farming products for our people in any marked way. It will, however, 
by enlarging the source of supply, prevent undue fluctuations, and it 
will and ought to prevent an exorbitant increase in the price of farm 
products, which, as they have been for the last three or four years, 
have inured equally to the (>enefit of all engaged in agriculture. 

And again: 
But I do think that reciprocity will enlarge the reservoir of the 

supply of farm products for our people, and thus prevent undue en
hancement of prices beyond the present standard. If this be the case, 
then neither the farmer will be injured nor will prices increase. 

These two sentences, Mr. President, disclose a conviction in 
the mind of the President of the United States of three things: 
First, that the farmers of this country are receiving as much 
for their products. as they should receive; second, that in order 
to prevent an exorbitant increase in the price of the farmers' 
products this Canadian reservoir of wheat should be tapped 

and its contents allowed to enter into this country; and, third, 
that by so doing the price of wheat will not be increased or 
diminished in any marked degree. 

Now, Mr. President, the proposition of the President of the 
United States is that the price of the farmer's product is to be 
so regulated by this free wheat, this Canadian reservoir, that 
it shall not advance. The justice of that proposition must rest 
upon the assumption either that the farmer is now receiving 
a compensation for ·his labor and capital employed equal to the 
returns upon labor and capital employed in other vocations, or 
that the farmer is not entitled to equal compensation. I know 
the President would not for a moment advocate the latter. 
I know of no man whose sense of right and justice is more keen 
than that of our President. In the table which I have already 
put into the RECORD, and which has the seal of authenticity of 
the Agricultural Department, the average profit per acre of 
farming in the States of Minnesota and North and South 
Dakota; for the years 1905 to 1909, inclusive, the most profitable 
farming years we have ever had, is about $2 per acre. And 
remember, Mr. President, that this table leaves out of consider
ation entirely depreciation of buildings, horses, machinery, insur
ance against hail, and that it does not include the year 1910, 
when, on account of drought, there was almost a complete crop 
failure and a heavy loss in most parts of those States. This table 
shows what I have claimed again and again, that the only reason 
that the farmer has been able to exist is that he and his whole 
family make no allowance for their own labor. In other words, 
the farmer and his family work for their board and clothing, 
and mighty cheap clothing at that. The city young man spends 
$10 for neckties where the farmer boy spends $1. 

Now, we will suppose that in a farm of 160 acres there are 
120 acres actually in crop each year. The farmer will then 
have $240 to purchase new farm machinery as the old wears 
out, buy other horses as the old ones die, clothe himself and 
family, educate his children, pay doctor bills when they are 
sick, and buy a cheap coffin when they die. What other intelli
gent labor in the United States that does not reap a greater 
reward? Mr. President, I am ultraconservative when I say 
that 16Q acres of land in the Red River Valley will cost at 
least $5,000, and $3,000 will be required for horses and necessary 
farm machinery to operate it. . That means a capital of $8,000 
invested. . 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will it disturb the Senator from 
North Dakota if I ask him a question? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Not at all. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand the Senator from 

North Dakota to say that these tables demonstrate the fact 
that the profit is $2 an acre, and that in reaching that sum the 
cost of the labor of the farmer and his family is not included. 

Mr. McCUMBER. We have not :figured the cost of the labor 
of the farmer and his family. The farm labor which the 
farmer hires has been figured in, according to the testimony as 
it was given. I will tell you what is given here. These tables 
are on the basis of what they call rent-rent or interest on the 
value of the land. 

Mr. CLARK of ·Wyoming. Then taking the Senator's :figures, 
if I understand them correctly, and his statement if the farmer 
could charge up in the cost of production his own labor, which 
he gives and that of his faip.ily, the profit would be infinitesimal. 

Mr . .McCUMBER. As shown by another table which I gave 
in another address on this subject, there wouJd not be a fai·mer 
in the United States who would not be running behind if he 
would charge up, for his own labor and that of his family, as 
much as he pays his hired labor. That is the point. 

Thus the farmer, in order to secure an opportunity to per
form his farm labor, must make an investment of $8,000. If he 
purchases to-day, he must generally give a mortgage back on 
the land to secure that pUI'chase price. And . I am clearly 
within the facts when I say, if they start with nothing, as the 
ordinary laborer starts, the farmers of the United States carry 
mortgages on two-thirds of the working years of their life 
whenever they buy a farm; that two-thirds of those working 
years are consumed before the mortgage is lifted. 

How does this farmer's earnings compare with the earnings 
of a bricklayer in our large cities? We will say there are 300 
workdays in a year; that the farmer works 12 hours a day on 
the average. In the summer time he works 16 hours a day. 
He would therefore work 3,600 hours a year to earn $240, or 
about 6! cents per hour. What wage does a bricklayer get in 
Washington? He gets 62! cents an hour, or 10 times as much as 
the farmer gets for his labor. Does bricklaying require a higher 
degree of intelligence or education than farming? l\fr. Presi
dent, it does not require as much of either. If farming does 
not require greater study and the exercise of greater intelli
gence, then the millions upon millions of dollars expended in sup-
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port of agricultural colleges for information to the farmer bas I against it in sentiment and a majority will be against it on 
been and is a gross waste. And I am here to deny that it is final vote. It can not be charged to the Republican Party ex
a waste. cept to the extent that it is supported by a Republican Execu~ 
. .Mr. MARTIJ\TJD of New Jersey. .Mr. President, will the Sen- tive. It can be charged to the Democratic Party, because that 
a tor permit an observation just there? party, through its r~presentatives and after conferences and 

Mr. McCU.MBER. Certainly. caucuses, have espm1sed it as their cause. 
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I listened to the Senator's Its effect upon Republican doctrines may not be immediate, 

quotation regarding the wages of bricklayers. I think the but it · will be certain. A house divided against itself can not 
Senator will realize that a bricklayer receiving $4, $5, and $6 a stand. A party, one-half of whose membership supports a policy 
day is engaged in one of the unprotected industries of our land. in exact antagonism to its cardinal doctrines, can not long hold 
They receive $4, $5, and $6 a day, and carpenters receive nearly its supremacy. 
as much in my part of the country. Those industries and call- I am not unmindful of the power of the press of the country 
ings are unprotected. What has the Senator to say to that, I in uphol~g any doctrine. For selfish ends the great press of 
ask him? the country created a false and prejudiced impression and 

l\fr. McCUl\fBElR. I am not seeking to ta.ke away the earn- nearly overthrew the Republican Party at the last election. For 
ings of the bricklayer. What I am asking is that we raise the selfish ends it proposes to support the party next year provided 
earnings of the farmer until they are substantially upon the this reciprocity agreement is enacted. But Mr. President, there 
same basis. is a limit e·ren to the power of the press. It is not difficult for 

Mr . .MARTINE of New Jersey. My point is that your pro- it to make right seem wrong by misstatement of facts and sup
tection fails to protect; that the wages in the highest pro- pression of truth, because it is a weakness of. our human nature 
tected indush'ies are the lowest and the carpenters, machinists; that we seem to get more comfort in havmg some one else 
bricklayers, and artisans of this land, who are unprotected, d~nounced than in having him prai.sed. But it is a much. more 
with the doors open to the world have the highest wages known difficult task to make wrong look right to the man who himself 
in.' our land. What is the Senator's answer to that, I will ask suffers the wrong. And, .Mr. President, I can see great difficulty 
l.lim? in bringing out that enthusiastic agricultural vote which in all 

l\fr . .McCU.l\IBER. Mr. President, we had before us a short times past has saved the doubtful States to the Republican 
time ago the wage prices for the different kinds of labor in Party to support a Republican policy of protection when every
Great Britain and in the United States. The bricklayer in the thing on the agricultural schedule must compete in the open 
protected United States gets two or three ti.mes as much as the markets of the world and with what is destined in a few years 
bricklayer in unprotected Great Britain. to become . the greatest agricultural producer in the world-

Mr . .MARTINE of New Jersey. One more question, Mr. Canada. 
President, I want to ask the Senator. How do the wages of I am aware, Mr. President, that the agricultural vote can 
bricklayers in unprotected England compare with the wages of not consistently turn to the Democratic Party, which has at least 
brkldayers in protected Germany, and Russia, and China, and mothered this proposition to destroy every vestige ·of agricul
the Orient, generally? · tural protection. But I am certain they will see to it that 

Mr . .McCU:MBER. · Mr. President, I think there is very little their representatives stand pledged to right the wrong inflicted 
difference between the wages of that character of labor in upon them as nearly as possible, and if their products are placed 
Germany and in Great Britain. I am, however, aware of the upon the free list our protective policy will lose its ancient 
fact that in protected Germany every laborer is at work, that support. 
there is work for every one of them to do. In unprotected For my part, Mr. President, I am a Republican and a protec
England about a third of them, nearly, are. in the almshouse tionist. I shall continue to be a loyal supporter of that party 
or are begging. Now, that is the difference. and of its nominee, because if we ever get back our protection on 

I could illustrate this truth in a hundred different ways our agricultural products it must be through the Republican Party. 
had I the time and you the patience. If it is answered that And I say to the Republican Party to-day: There is one plat
the laborer has to pay a higher rent than the farmer and is form on which we can win, both in the election of a Republican 
under greater expense in many ways in the cities than is the President and a Republican Congress, and that platform must 
farmer in the country, I reply that it is his higher-priced labor in read: Fair and just protection to every important American 
making the brick, in laying them, in doing the carpentering industry. Excessive and unjust protection to none. 
work, in plastering and papering, that makes the higher rent :Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the question of reciprocity with 
and the higher expense; and he is, therefore, only expending a Canada is not new. It has been discussed by the people of this 
fraction of the greater earnings of his own labor. country and Canada for many years. Nor is it an untried ques-

This answers ' both assumptions of the President that the tion. A reciprocal treaty was in existence between the two coun
farmer is reaping a sufficient reward for his labor and that any tries from 1854to1866, and the result was not only unsatisfactory 
material raise in the value of his products might be deemed to the people of the United States, but injurious to many of their 
exorbitant, requiring us to open the faucet of the Canadian · industries. While the policy or plan is understood by the people, 
surplus. Justice to him demands a protection, so far as it is yet the terms of the pending agreement are unknown, and I 
possible, against competition rather than a subjection to it. regret that the question could not have been postponed until tlle 

But, Mr. President, the fear of the President of the United regular session, in December, so that they might have be
States lies in the fact that he does not comprehend the enor-- come familiar with those provisions and their probable effect 
mous possibilities of this Canadian country. These possibili- upon the country at large. The question involved is one of the 
ties have not been brought home to him. It is evident from most important which has been presented to Congress in recent 
bis remarks that he fears a stringency in food supplies. If he years. Not only is one great industry threatened, but the policy of 
could fully understand the size, the capacity, of this Canadian protection to all American industries is involved, and the result 
reser-roir, with which he hopes to prevent a lack of food sup- of the vote on this question will greatly affect that policy. It 
ply, I am certain that his fears would vanish. I am certain might be well to consider for a few moments what the agree
tbat if he knew that this great empire in a few years, if neces~ ment contains and what products of this country it affects. By 
sity re<]uired, could raise more wheat than the whole world now its terms the following products imported from Canada are 
produces he would be more fearful of a Johnstown flood than placed on the free list: Cattle, horses, hogs, sheep, and all other 
of a drouth. I am certain that if he understood it as we who live animals; wheat, corn, hay, oats, and other farm products; 
b:we carefully investigated it, and as the hearings before the poultry and eggs; fruits and dairy products. These are some of 
Fin:mce Committee conclusively establishes, he would say that the principal products placed on the free list. They are pJ.·o
it is time enough to open the Canadian reservoir when our food duced on the American farm. Now, what does the farmer get 
supply is really threatened. He would know that the won- in return? Sawed boards and other lumber not further manu
derful surplus of this region will always be glad to find our factured than sawed; in other words, rough lumber, pickets, and 
market and we need not, therefore, open our doors to it until palings, cream separators, rolled iron or steel sheets, or plates 
we do need it. No. 14 in gauge and barbed fencing wire. These are not all the 

FUTURE! POLITICAL EFFECT. articles placed on the free list, but they are the ones which will 
Mr. President, what will be the effect of this measure upon affect the farmer. The newspapers get free pulp of wood and 

the future policies and destinies of the two important political news-print paper. On secondary food products, such as fresh 
parties in this country? This is not a Republican measure. It and canned meats, flour, and partly manufactured food products 
is not protection. It is not a Democratic measure. It is not the rates are reduced and made identical. On manufactured 
tariff for revenue only. It is a hybrid which inherits none of commodities, such as motor vehicles, cutlery, and sanitary fix
the good qualities of the one parent and only the bad qualities tures, too rates are materially reduced. There is a small list of 
of the other. The Republicans in Congress are almost solidly articles on which special rates are given. .Many say that it is 
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not necessary to give much time or consideration to this ques
tion, because the ngreement is similar to the reciprocal treaty _ 
that existed from 1 54 to "1866. The fact that it is so similar 
is one of the reasons for opposing it, because that agreement 
pro1ed disastrous to the United States. Mr. Fielding, who spoke 
for the Government in the Canadian Parliament, said: 

It is the .reciprocity agreement of 1854 over again with comparatively 
little change. It promises prosperity to the people 'of Canada, and this 
hou e would make a grave mistake and do a great wrong lf it refused to 
take ad.vantage of 1t. 

A comparison of the terms of the proposed agreement with 
the treaty of 1854 will convince anyone that they are substan
tially the same, except in the treaty of 1854 the United States 
secured fisheries concessions not contained in the pending agree
men t. Before we vote upon this agreement, would it not be a 
good idea for us to examine into the effect of the treaty of 
1854? Mr. Blaine, in his book, Twenty Years of Congress has 
the following to say in regard to that treaty: ' 

The right in the fisheries conceded by the treaty of 1854-originally 
ours und.er the treaty of 1782, and unnecessarily and unwisely re
n.ounced m the treaty of 1818-:was not given freely, but in considera
tion of a great price. That pnce was reciprocity of trade so (!alled 
~etween the United States nnd the British North .A.merica.i:: Provinces 
m certain commodities named in the treaty. The selection as shown 
hy the schedule, was made almost wholly to favor Canadian interests. 
There was scarcely n product in the list which could be exported from 
the United States to Canada without loss, while the great market of 
the United Statcfl was thrown open to Canada without tax or charge 
for nearly. everything which she could produce and export. All her 
raw materials were admitted free, while all our manufaetures were 
charged with heavy duty, the market being reserved for English mer
chants. The fishery question had been adroitly used to secure from the 
'Cnited States an agreement which was one-sided, vexatious and un
profttabJe. It had served its purpose admirably as a makeweight for 
Canada in acquiring the most generous and profitable market she ever 
enjoyed for her products. 

You will observe that Mr. Blaine says the treaty of 1854 was 
" one-sided, "texatious, and unprofitable." The Government 
trade reports of the years from 1854 io 1866 sustain the con
tention of Ur. Blaine~ · 

Our exports to Canada in 1855 were $20,828,676, but under the oper
ation of :reciprocity, then commenced, they dwindled in 12 years down 
to $15,243,834, while the exports of Canada to the United States in
creased from 12,000,000 and odd to $46,000,000 and odd. When the 
treaty began the balance of trade had been $8,000,000 annually in our 
favor and that paid in specie, but .at the end the balance against us to 
be paid in -specie in a single year was $30,000,000. Here was a positive 
yearly Joss of over $5,000,000 of our export trade and a loss of 
$38,000,000 specie, an going to enricn the Canadians at our expense. 

But those who favor the treaty say it is not fair to use the 
resultant effect of the treaty of 1854 to 1866 upon the country 
as an urgument agninst this agreement, because they say that 
treaty existed during a war period. It is true that for four 
years of that time this country was engaged in the greatest war 
the world has ever known ; 'b11t that war did not begin until 
1861, and the treaty had been in force seven -years before Sumter 
was fired upon. Again, the bad effect of the treaty upon this 
country was felt "tery soon after its ratification-in 1854-and 
conceded to be unwise and disastrous before it had been in 
force two years. Another thing, it was not terminated until 
1866, a -year after the war closed, '8.Ild there was no improvement 
in conditions between the date of the close of the war and the 
termination of the treaty. The benefits of the abrogation of the 
treaty in 1866 were very soon felt, .and our exports to that 
country have continued satisfactory. 'They have gone from 
about $15,000,-000 in 1866 to $241,000,000 in 1910. 

We do not need it to secure or retain the trade of Canada, 
for the bulk of that we now have. Our exports to Canada last 
year amounted to $241,809,233, and our imports from Canada 
amounted to $103,256,950, or, in other words, under present eon
ditions last year the balance of trade was in our :ta-vor to the 
extent of $138,552,278. This is a good showing for the United 
States, and it seems to me that it is a good plan to let well 
enough alone. It would be unwise to return to the disastrous 
policy whkh was followed from 1854 to 1866. Our trade rela
tions with Canada are now very satisfactory to the United 
States, so why should we change them? By· the terms of this 
agreement we are to open to them our splendid market of 
90,000,000 of people, and in return they give us the market 
of 9,000,000 of people, and this, too, a market which is now 
largely controlled by oqr producers. There is no better home 
market in the world than ours, n.nd why should we part with 
any portion of it without an equivalent return? In order that 
you may know the extent of the interest of the people of Kan
sas in this question it is only necessary to tell you that the 
products of the farms of our State last year, including live 
stock, amounted to nearly $600,000,000, and the market for the 
larger part of this wonderful production is found beyond our 
own borders. But this is only one agricultural State. Con
sider the resultant effects upon the 7,000,000 fa1·mers, with the 
35,000,000 people, who would be directly affected by this meas
ure. But, they say, we who oppose this agreement view it from 

an erroneous standpoint, and that we should be broader gauged 
and look at 1t from the point of the greatest good to the great
est number. We believe if those who favor this agreement will 
take pains to examine the question they will find we who op
pose it stand for not only 35,000,000 people directly dependent 
upon the farmers, but many millions more who live in the 
small towns -and villages and depend upon the trade of the farm
ing commu¢ty. And if you add to these the people engaged in 
other industries affected by this agreement you will find that 
those of us who oppose it stand for the greatest number. 

l quote the following stntistics from the speech of Hon. 
ASHER HINDS, of .Maine, which covers the trade of Canada on 
some important items of the farm, to wit: 

In 1908 when Canada was sending us only 23,000 dozens of eggs she 
was sending England 1,200,000 dozen. While she hns in the last five 
years sent to us an average of less than lOOAOOO pounds of butter a 
year she has sent to England as high as 33,0u0,000 pounds in a !ear. 
In the same ftve years she has sent us an average of less than 150,000 
pounds of cheese a year, but her normal annual export to England was, 
until New Zealand began to shut her out, about 200,000,000 pounds. 
In 1909 she sent to us less than 20,000 barrels of apples, but in the 
same year she sent to England more than 1,000,000 barrels. 

Now, it is evident if these products of Canada, which now 
find markets across the Atlantic Ocean, are given free entry 
to the markets of the United States they will be sent-to such 
markets which are just across the St. Lawrence River or the 
Great Lakes, and it is further evident that every dozen of eggs, 
every bushel of wheat, oats, or ba-rley, every ton of hay, eT"ery 
pound of cheese and butter, every barrel of apples and potatoes 
produced in Canada and sold in this country, means a lo!s to 
the farmer of the United States of that much of his home mar
ket, and the money paid for such Canadian products will go 
tnto the pockets of the Canadian farmer and not into the 
pockets of our farmers; yet the farmer of the United States 
will continue to pay his share of_ the expense to run this billion
dollar Government of ours, increased by just so much as the 
loss of tariff on these articles entails. 

It is not the present products, which, if admitted free from 
Canada, would injure American producers, but the danger is 
in what would follow the opening of our ports to her naturnl 
products. At present the people of Canada are cultivating only 
30,065,556 acres, which is not as large for the entire Dominion 
as the cultivated acreage in the State of Kansas alone. Have 
you considered that the land area of Canada is larger than 
that of the United States, including Alaska? And yet they are 
cultivating only 30,000,000 acres. This means that there are 
millions and millions of acres of land which can be had at Tery 
low prices-from 50 cents an acre, under the homestead law, 
up to $10 and $20 per acre. To open up our markets to their 
products would mean that a large number of people would be 
attracted to Canada by the low price of land; that great deT"el
opment, impro"fement, and production would follow. 

It is estimated that there are 200,000,000 acres of wheat 
land in western Canada not yet cultivated, which would yield 
3,000,000,000 bushels of wheat annually. Do you think the 
opening up of these -vast tracts would help the wheat growers 
of the United States? Many of the men and women upon the 
farms of this country a.re those who blazed the way to the West 
and Northwest. They endured the hardships and the priva
tions of the pioneer life. They. and they alone, know the hard
ships they endured, but they had the courage to stay by the 
farm, and the soil- teems with rich fruit and the fields are 
blessed with abundant harvest, the result of their patience, 
their courage, and their labor. These men and women and 
their children should enjoy the hanest of those fields, which 
they have cleared and tilled, and they should not be depri1ed 
of the great home markets which they help to build up, nor 
should they be forced by an act of the Congress of this 
country to share that market with the people of any other coun
try unless they receive a full equivalent in return. This is not 
done in the pending agreement. 

The enactment of the Dingley law started the wheels of the 
factory, gave labor employment, and the farmer a. market and 
for 12 years the farmer has enjoyed greater prosperity than 
ever before. But now, just as he has begun to enjoy some of 
the blessings for which he has worked so hard, I regret to see 
some of the Repesentatives from the protective sections ready 
to force him to share with another the home market, which of 
right belongs to him. 

THE FARMERS' SHARE. 

There has been much said and much more written in regard 
to the farmers' share of consumers' cost. The people are \ery 
much interested in this question, and it should have an impor
tant beating upon the agreement. An examination of the 
reports will convince anyone that the farmer is not receitlng 
any more than his share. Mr. w-nson, Secretary of Agriculture, 
in his report of 1910, goes into this question quite fully, and, 
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believing his conclusions are of interest to the people on this 
point, I desire to submit the following extract from that report 
(p. 15) : 

High prices was one of the subjects of my annual report for 1909. 
It was shown that for many years previous to about 1897, or a little 
later, the prices of farm products received by farmers were even less 
than the cost of production.1 and often little, if any, above that cost, so 
that during a long period or years the farmer was not thriving. It was 
shown also that in the upward-price movement, which began about 1897, 
the prices received by the farmer have advanced in greater degree than 
those received by nearly all other classes of producers. That this 
should have been so was merely a matter of justice to the farmer to 
equalize the reward of his efforts with the rewards received in other 
lines of production. 

The increased cost of fresh beef between the slaughterer and the con
sumer is given at 38 per cent· the dairyman receives 50 per cent of the 
price paid by the consumer; the creamery receives about 86 per cent of 
the consumers' price of butter; the apple grower receives about 55 per 
cent; the farmer gets 70 per cent on corn; the strawberry grower, 48 
per cent. The farmer receives also 83.3 per cent of the final price in 
the retail purchase of blackberries by the crate, 75 per cent in the pur
chase of cucumbers by the third of a bushel, 66.7 per cent in the pur
chase of egg-plant by the crate, 60 per cent in the purchase of green 
peas by the quart, 70.5 per cent when hay was bought by the ton, and 
82.2 per cent in the purchase of horses from· retailers. 

Among the many other products represented in this list are oats, with 
73.6 per cent of the price going to the farmer when bought by the 
busbe ; melons, 50 per cent when bought by the pound ; parsnips, 60 
per cent when bought by the bunch; potatoes 59.3 per cent when 
bought by the bushel; string beans, 80 per cent when bought by the 
barrel; sweet potatoes, 60.8 per cent when bought by the barrel; 
turnips. 60 per cent in purchases by the bunch; watermelons, 33.5 per 
cent when bought singly. 

But to sum the whole matter up, the Secretary says: 
From the details that have been presented with regard to the increase 

of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer, the con
clusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well~rounded complaint 
against the farmer for the prices that he pays. The farmer supplies 
the capital for production and takes the risk of his losses ; his crops 
are at the mercy of drought, and flood, and heat, and frost, to say 
nothing of noxious insects and blighting diseases. He supplies hard, 
exacting, unremitting labor. A degree and range of information and 
intelligence are demanded by agriculture which are hardly equalled in 
any other occupation. Then there is the risk of overproduction and 
disastrously low prices. From beginning to end the farmer must 
steer dexterously to escape perils to his profits and, indeed, to his 
capital on every hand. 

We urge you not to attempt to promote your industries at the 
expense of the farmers of this country. We would have you 
know that we are disciples of that teacher who strictly charged 
his followers to do unto others as they would that others 
should do unto them. The foundation of our prosperity as pro
ducers is found in the diversity of our vocations. Agriculturists 
are the great producing class, but they are not independent of 
the other classes. The farmer furnishes the food products by 
which the entire Nation is fed; the consumer furnishes the 
money to buy the products of the farm; and, therefore, these 
two gi·eat forces should be continued in perfect harmony. 

The homes of our farmers, the artisans, and laboring people 
throughout our great domain are to-day better furnished, have 
more of the comforts, and are more beautiful than the homes 
mf any other country in the world. The agriculturalists of the 
country are by far the largest producing class. Their products 
reached in the past year $8,926,000,000 in value, a sum which 
staggers computation. Yet these products would not command 
such prices as they have for 12 years but for the fact that labor 
was employed and capital profitably invested, thereby giving 
to the farmer a good home market By working together we 
~an continue this prosperity, and I therefore ask that we work 
in harmony and let well enough alone. One of my constituents, 
in a letter to me, says : 

I am opposed to reciprocity, as it will mean low prices to the farmer 
for what he has to sell. The Republican Party has always contended 
that the tariff was intended to build up the home market, and now tliat 
we have such a market we desire to retain it, but this agreement would 
compel us to divide it with the people of another country. 

Another writes: 
We have been enjoying prosperous times for 12 years, and do not 

see how we can better them by giving up a part of our market. High 
prices for all our produce is what we have and want. We have a good 
thing; why not keep it; think Congress should adjourn at once; the 
people need a rest if Congress don't. 

Our farmers can not. understand why they are asked to give 
up what little protection they have upon their products while 
the factories and corporations are given protection upon their 
finished products. One writes: 

Why free wheat for the farmers and a duty on flour for the millers? 
Why free cattle, hogs, and sheep for the farmer and a duty upon meats 
for the 'Meat Trust and the packer? Why free oats for the farmer 
and a duty retained on rolled oats and oatmeal for the breakfast
food producers? Why free hay for the farmer and a duty upon the 
hay press and stackers? Why free butter, eggs, and poultry and a 
duty upon lumber? 

'I1here is another question. They ask why, when the revenues 
are low, the outlay great, and the surplus getting near the 
danger line, is $5,000,000 of reyenue given up? _ Why lose the 
revenue, give up the farmers' market, and get nothing in re
turn? Why is the farmer interested? Simply because he does 
not believe he is given a fair deal. He thinks the agreement 

is one-sided. It gives Canada, on all agricultural products, 
access to our splendid market without the payment of any duty. · 

Before we pasS" upon this question, would it not be well for 
us to see how it is regarded by the leaders in Canada? The 
prime minister, Sir Wilfred Laurier, in the May number of the 
Columbian Magazine, among other things, says : 

Our policy has been, is, and will be, so long as the Canadian people 
continue to place in us the confidence they have shown us during 15 
years, to seek markets wherever markets are to be found. We are, 
above all, an agricultural people, and under free competition, not bound 
in any way by tariff legislation. They will displace all other products 
on the tables of the wealthy. Our object to-day is to open the door of 
the American market, to open the door of a Nation ot 90,000,000, 
which has been closed to us for the last 50 years. 

Again, in the same article, he says : 
Canada consumes only 50 per cent of her production of wheat. 

Where is the balance to go? All along the shores of Lake St. Peter there 
are natural meadows, a few inches above the level of the water, which 
are yearly ftooded, and which, to the knowledge of everyone in the 
Province, have been for a hundred years or more growing hay and noth
ing else, • • • a very considerable population who are growers of 
hay, and for whom this treaty, if it becomes a law, will be a most posi
tive boon. To-day they can not sell any hay in the United States be· 
cause there is a duty of $4 per ton. Let the duty be removed and then 
1mmediately there will be an immense trade in that section. • * * 
The same thing applies in the case of eggs, poultry, and mining products. 
For this reason it is to our advantage that we should have not only 
the British market, but the American market also. Then there is the 
cattle trade. * * * If we are not able to sell all our cattle we can 
raise in Great Britain there is a more ready market in the United States. 
Although it was a part of our policy to obtain reciprocity with the 
United States we have acted carefully in so doing, and have not injured 
any industry. 

The above quotations from the prime minister of Canada should 
be enough to convince anyone in the United States that the 
agreement can not benefit the people of the United States. If 
they are to secure our market of 90,000,000 people for their 
products without injury to any of their industries, then what 
will the giving up of that market do to our people? It seems 
there is but one answer, and that is it will injure our great 
industry. Do not we lose what they gain? 

There is the true reciprocity which the Republican farmers, 
artisans, merchants, and all others indorse. That is the reci
procity advocated by Blaine, Harrison, and McKinley-reci
procity in noncompetitive articles, reciprocity which provides 
for a fair exchange, but those statesmen were never in favor 
of a one-sided proposition that took the duty off of everything 
the farmer produces for sale and made him buy the neces
saries of life in a protected market. This is the way President 
McKinley defined reciprocity in 1897 : 

The end in view always to be the opening up of new markets for the 
products of our country by granting concessions to the products of 
other lands that we need and can not produce ourselves, and which do 
not involve any loss ot labor of our own people, but tend to increase 
their prosperity. 

I have read the speeches of the lamented McKinley and find 
in none of them a change of the policy advocated by him in 
1897. Listen to what he said in his last speech, the one he 
delivered just before the bullet of an assassin took him to the 
great beyond. That great man, whom the people honored and 
loved so well, said at Buffj.1.lo: 

By sensible trade agreements, which will not interrupt our home 
productions, we shall extend the outlets for our increasing surplus. A 
system which provides a mutual exchange of commodities is mani
festly essential to the continued and healthful growth of our export 
trade. We must not repose in fancied security that we can forever 
sell everything and buy little or nothing. If such a thing was possible 
it would not be best for us or for those with whom we deal. We 
should take from our customers such of their products as we can use 
without harm to our industries and labor. Reciprocity is the natural 
outgrowth of our wonderful industrial development under domestic 
policy now firmly established. 

So you see the reciprocity he advocated was one which would 
enable us to " take from our customers such of their products 
as we can use without harm to our industries and labor." The 
pending agreement would harm our greatest industry-agri
culture. 

l\Ir. GORE. !ifr. President, I do not know whether there is 
any truth in the proverb that misery loves company, but if there 
be any truth in that adage, I desire to afford the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. McCuMBER] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. CURTIS] all the wretched rapture resulting from the com
panionship of misery. 

I hold in my hand a speech delivered by the Right Hon. Mr. 
Sexsmith, a member of the Canadian Parliament. Mr. Sex
smith is a farmer, and in his address he demonstrates, to his 
own satisfaction, that the approval of the reciprocity agree
ment by the Canadian Parliament would absolutely shipwreck 
the agricultural interests of the Dominion of Canada. He 
demonstrates that it would depreciate the value of their lands, 
depress the price of their products, reduce the wages of their 
labor, and that it would subject them to a competition with the 
farmers of the United States which they could not withstand. 

If the Senator from North Dakota imagines that he has 
painted the darkest picture which it is possible for an artisL 
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to portray, .I ,desire to call his attention to · the gloomy prospect agriculture and !1Js supporters, and if they take that .reciprocity ;igree-
portrayed in this picture by .Mr. Sex.smith. · ment and study it tbey will come to the conclusion tha~ it is a aelusion, 

. . . . • . and when the time comes f-Or them to pronounce upon it by theil· votes 
l\.k President, .I do not believe that -eithe.r -artist .has ,painted they will declare that they will have none of it. r say without .te:i.r ai. 

trne to na.tm·e. J!.oth .have projected upon the canvas -the contradiction that .th.e Government went blindfolded into this ::1}'1·unge· 
phantoms 'Of their ro:wn o-rerheat~ fancies rather than the (!Old ment. They had it m their power to .get all the necessary .ev1dence~ 

. . . they could .have made thorough inqulry into the conditions o! the 
facts of mternational trade and ·coillIIleI'oo. I desire to ask tl:ult markets of the United .States and the markets -0f Canada and they 
this speech be printed 1n the CONGRESSIONAL REOOBD as a com- could haw <:om.pared the_ two .and told the members of this'House anCJ 
panion piece to the .speech <>f the Senator from North Dakota in th.e tarmem of Canada Just what they were going to get 'by this ar-

. rangement. But am>arently the Government negI.ected to secm·e any 
order that the .farmers :of the -United States may be assured that lntormation an.d rushed blindfolded into thls thing :without Jrnowlng 
if this agreement does not result in reciprocal benefit it wID at where .1t would lead to. The Government., not ha-ving ihe information 
least Tesnlt in reciprocal ruin. at their command, and havil!:g refused to give it if they J:tave jt, I have 

~ ,. _ . • been compelled to go to considerable trouble to hunt up tatistics wllich 
According to the pro_phetie -VIS1on, :according to tbe equally would enable me to arrive at a .reasonable conclusion as to llow we stand 

conclusive and unanswerable aTgument of Mr. Sexsmith and 1n trade relation~ with the Unitoo States. Time and aga~ have these 
the Senator from North Dakota the fair -and fruitful fields gentlemen opposite told us of the benefits the .farmers will dei·ive by 

_ . . . , . . getting our dairy proclucts into the United States markete, '.Rnd the 
of the Domm10n and ot this Republic are destined -soon to be- minister of agriculture told us the other night that we would -sell the 
come a weltering waste -Of wreCk .and ruin. United States people wlla.t ~Y wanted and send the rest to Great 

Mr. President, the Bection -Of this -Union now designated '8.S . Britain. Well, 1 have gone m~o the figures of the exchange of these 
• . . dairy products between the Uruted States and Cannda nnd vice versa 

Arizona and New Mexico was .once peopled ·by a -prosperous and tor the last five years; I have taken the imports and exp<ll'ts of butter 
enlightened race now known .as the Oliff Dwellers. The ,ruins cheese, eggs, etc., at;id if the House :will bear with .mt I shall placJ 
of their former prosperity ·still mark ±he 3esolate mountain them on record. .This 1s the result: 
sides of that distant region. They were brought to an untimely Canada e:cports to Ilnf.tea State~ 
end through .some unaccountable ,cataclysm of nature. The 
remains of those people are still found with their hands clasped 
upon their mouths as if protecting theIDBelves against the 
noxious fumes and .exhalations from .a ,quaking and distract~d 
earth. 

Mr. President, when ruin eomes '3.gain upon the -people of this 
country, shared by our neighbors to the northward, it wi11 not 
be through poi.Boning the air that they breathe. Sir, 1t will be 
through a removal of the tax upon the bread that they eat, 
a removal of the tax upon the wheat and cattle which they 
import from the Dominion of Canada ; and Dur neighbors wrn . 
suffer a similar catastrophe from the removal of the tax on : 
the wheat and on the cattle whieh they import from the United 

1906 'lll07 (9 
months). 1908 1900 1910 

Butter.............. $36,167 ~5,078 $43,045 '$54,894 $201,968 
Cheese •••••••••••• _ 16,389 6,918 27,247 28,936 6.1,309 

Total •..•.•.•.. -· ....... ~--··· ......•. ··- ............. ___ ... ·--
Eg_gs •••• ···-·~····· ll,924 .9,04.? 9,846 14.,952 13.,896 

Canada lmporls from Il1ii-tea States. 

1906 1907 1908 1909 1910 

Total. 

f371,152 
142, 799 

513,951 
59,665 

Total. 
1----1----1---------

States. I repeat, sir, not irom too little breath, but from too Butter·---···-··~-- :iM,426 S87,999 s77,994 $156,443 $18,075 $394,937 
much bread. Uheese •• ·--- ··- •• ~. 45, 904 ·84, 084 116, 851 55, 030 48, 739 350, 608 

Some may .marvel that -suCh re:sults -should flow from this 
7451 545 Canadian agreement, but 'I suppose the fact that it is to pre- Eggs.~.0~~:::::::::: ···92;i12· ""i42;868. ·-2w:21& "238;842· ··im:408· 869,568 

cipitate disaster upon both the colIIltries results from that 
ancient and .established canon of philosophy· that like causes Total dairy imports ___________________________________ $745, 545 
produce like eff ect:s, and it would be unfair for this .agree- Total dairy expurts ---------------- 513, 951 
ment to precipitate chaos and r¢n in the United States with
out precipitating a .similar fate u_pon the .inhabitants of Canada. 

I wish to print this speech, so that w_hen these two lands 
now fair_, .fruitful, and j)rosperous, shall become a weltering 
waste; when the traveler of the future, impelled .by curiosity, 
shall wander through this land, now prosperous, then desolate, 
he shall ftnd deJ)osited in the corner stone · of that mausoleum 
in which our hopes, onr prosperity, and our destiny are en· 
tombed the .speecll of the .Senator from North Dakota, -accom
panied by the -speech of ~fr. Sex.smith, of the Canadian Par
liament, accounting for the catastrophe which overwhelmed 
this matchless "Republic und that splendid Dominion toward the 
Northern Star. 

I ask to have this speech printed.· 
The.PRESIDING OFFJOER (Mr. SMOOT in the cllair). The 

Senator from Oklahoma :asks consent to .have the :speech he 
sends to i:he deBk printed in the :REcoJID. Is there objection? 
The Ohair hears none, und it is so ordereil. 

The -speech .ref-erred to is as :f-0llows : 
SPEECII OF HON_. J • .A, SEX.SMrl'H IN THE CANADIAN °PARLllllENT 

APRIL 12, 1911. -
RECIPROCAL TRADE WITH THE 'UNITED STATES. 

Mr. J. A. S.EXBMlTH, -0f East Peterborough. Mr~ ChaiJ.:man, ever since 
the question of reciprocity has come before this House I have been 
deeply interested in it, 'because we :have been tald 'by the Government 
and their sup_porte.rs that it is going to Jncrease the prosperity -0f the 
farmer. As a !armer myself and as the representative of a riding com
posed largely of 'farmers, it would, -of course, be a great pleasure to -me 
to support a.ny measure really calculated to advance the cause of agri
culture, because when the .farmer is pro.sperous the Nation is pros
perous, and when the farmer is hard up so is the Natio.n. Reciprocity 
is a question that requires deep consideration, -and it is a question as 
to which the Government should be armed with tacts and ngures in 
respect thereto, 50 that there may be .no guesswork about it at all. I 
have listened to honorable gentlemen on the other side telling us that 
the con di ti on of the Canadian ·fa-rmer 1s going to 'be imIBroved by this 
arrangement, but not one of them has produced a scint la of evidence 
to prove these vague nssertions. It is Teally after all a question of the 
ma.rket conditions in Canada as compared with those in the United 
States. If the United States markets are ·better tor !arm products 
than they are in Canada, then the Canadian farmer would be benefited, 
as he would be raised to that higher plane which would be ro-ccupied by 
the farmers of the United .States under a -prevailing condition of higher 
prices. But, if the -fnrmers of ·Canada -are enjoying equally as goad 
markets as those enjoyed by the United States farmers, then the farm_. 
ers of Canada .have nothing to gain, .and, if the Canadian farmers are 
enjoying better markets than are enjoyed by the farmers of the United 
States. then we are sure to lose and must be dragged down to their 
level. I listened to the speech of the minister of agriculture with a 
good deal of attention 11nd I read it carefully, but I have failed to find 
one particle -0f proof .from that man in that .speech to show that the 
condition of the Canadian farmer is going to be improved. I am con
tldent that if the Canadian farmers read the sp.eeches of the minister ot 

Dmerenee in :favor uf lmpo.rts_..,:. _____ ~--- .231, 59£ 

Total -va1ue of eggs imported________________________ 869, 56B 
Total value of eggs exported---~------------------ 5!l, 665 

Difference in favor of Imports________________ 809, 903 
1 do not anticipate any great advantage .from getting our dairy prod

ucts into the -United States market, but I do think that, on the con· 
trary, -the United 'States farmers will reap considerable benefit from 
being able to compete with us in oux .home market. The market wilich 
the minister of agriculture speaks so hi_ghly of, and :as to which he .said, 
speaking on the 13th of December, this year : 

" To-day in Canada the production of dairy prodncts--th:at is, milk 
and its sroducts--is at the Jeast 100,000,000 a year, and that is at 
least $2 ,000,000 greater than )Vas the _product -o:f the .cows in 1903A 
The dairy commissioner goes on to say : 

"•Our home market is growing at the rate of $2,000,000 n year, and 
it is already by far the most important one that we Jiave ln point of 
volume, as it takes fully four times as much as there is surplus for 
ex~rt.' 

You will see, therefore, how very im.portant tt is in rf:he.se calcula
tions and discussions not to discard the home market, and not for a 
moment---1:0 base OUI' estimates o.r ou.r contentions upon the expo.rt 
trade." 

We have a home market that consumes $4 worth -of our dairy proa
ucts to every dollar's worth that we export. That is the warket which 
the honorable minister spoke .so favorably of, the market we ~hould 
guard so religiously, and that ls th.e market "that the Government now 
proposes to throw open to the competition of the whole world. I 
contend that there is no market for Canadian cheese in the United 
States to-day, and the conditions are such that we were practically 
unable last year to supply the market of Canada !or butter. Of eggs, 
we bought from the United States in five years nearly $1,000,000 worth 
more than we sold to them. Yet we are told that :there is a great 
market 1.or our farmers ill the United States, and that if they get in 
there they are going to rea_p a wonderful i·eward. On December 13 
the minister of agriculture, in his speech on cold storage, referred to our 
poultry product in these words : 

"One thing my .honorable friend did not allude to was the poultry 
production. There is no question whatever that to-0.ay there iB a tar 
greater production of eggs and pou1try meat than tnere was 10 years 
ago, and yet the prices of those things are much higher. Why? Be-
cause home consumption has increased mo.re rapidly than 'home p1·ocluc
tion, and the result .is that the home mark.et fo1· eggs .and poultry meat 
is better i:han the e.xport market ; cons~uently, we have practically .no 
export ·of eggs or poultry to Great Britam .and very little to the Un1ted 
States." 

At that time the honorable minister was very proud of the llome 
market. He -said we should guard 1t because It IS the best market for 
our farmers, and in that I agree with him. But, sir, when this reci
procity arrangement was brou~ht down, he. immediately turned his face 
aw_ ay from the farmer to the mterests of his party and tried to deceive 
our farmers into thinking that they will be benefited by this arrange
ment which the Government, with the assistance of the ~ervile follow
ing behind them, are trying to put through. Now, it is one of the most 
serious things that could happen to the farmers of Canada to have their 
home market invaded by all the cheap producing countries 1n the world. 
Even if the favored-nation clause did not affect us, I contend that our 
!armers axe in .a better position to-day than the farmers -0f the United 
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'States, and w.e n-ave no ree.'8on to <OI'>'!n <ap 1mr mark~t and 11.lloJV ~~ 
to come Jn and compete with us. In answer to a questt-On ot :Mr. 'TtJ'• 
tor, of Leeds, on March 1}, the following statement was made~ 
Sta't.emen-i B1wwin17 the quantity and value of butter ancL eggs imported 

for cons-umption int.o Oanada1 lJJJ coururi.eB, durin:g 'JhB m.o11ttli, oJ 
Februar11, 1911. 

Value. 

'Butter: . 

~~~~s:~:·:·:·:·::::::::~::::::::::~:~:::::::::::::::- l~1:~ Ji 
United States •••• ·-········-·~-·······-·······-,·-··. .6,838 1, 707 1----·----

Total. .•. ______ ~--~~~···--·-~-~··-··~·-·,--··-·· 206,472 47,209 
l====I:==== 

"Eggs: 

Let me now glve the :figures ~ the other -meat protluets imported i 
from the United" 'States. I have already given the imports of :bacon ' 
11.lld hams: , 

1906 1907 
: 

1908 
I 

i909 11110 Total. 

---
Extracts .o1 mea~ ' 

.and fltild beef, not I f 
152,..436 ; meats and soaps ... 164,081 $33,297 . $45,,503 ; .ita,009 $236/016 

Meats d.J:i.ed or 
'Slrulked, ete_, .... 155,288 136,574 144J674 :OOJ328 87,302 593,166 

:ran, l>armled in . I 

bnne·-······~···· 816,416 :634, 752 713,226 889.TB92 924,.547 3,979,333 
P.oultry and game.~ 38,481 40,363 52, 17.5 A.'5,525 57,390 . 233, 934 
All other meats .•• -·. 8'2,037 "16,784 100,588 117,512 161,274 538,257 
Lard ................ 652,526 584,275 1,073,«0 lt,228,293 ll,358.,513 4,897,047 
Lard compound ..... 18,81:8 ' 17,41:1 ' 54,161 .52, 538 &,867 196,817 

iifi~is~~::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: J!~~ dJ~ 11~~ =rt!f~o~ ::aWm~ fil~;~/1~f;is·&~u~~sl>~~u:t!a 
1-----1---- to $l5,411,400, whereas our exports of these goods to that country 

"Total.···········~······································· "T.H,'703 133,207 only amounted to '$650,863. There is no nse comparlng 'Our imports 
with our expo.Tts for one -year ; there iis no use comparing the market 

New Zealand is one of the countries that will come In under the 
favored-nation dause. It is a cheap producing country, and its summer 
'Season occ:urs at the tim~ of our wmter season, when the farmerB of 
this country nre pl'oducing at the hlgbest cost and expect to ha:ve a 
little higher price for their products. If our market is thrown '()pen 
and New Zealand and all the other cheap producing countries of the 
world are allowed to pour their products into it, and if New Zealand 
should send the same average for the 12 months of the year, she would 
invade the market of Canada in butter alone to the extent of over balf 
u million dollars. I just wnnt to say that if this '8.greement goes into 
force the farmers of .Canada will get a blow such as they have never 
received before. Our home market for dairy products consumes over 80 
per cent of our t<>tal -Oairy prodncts, but if it is thrown open the 
whole world will have the privilege of competing with our farmers on 
-even ground. When all these goods come in under duty, what may we 
expect when we have free trade? The United States are not by any 
means an importing country. They are producing all they want and to 
spare. Last year they exported a great amount of dairy produets to 
the various markets of the world. I wish to deal for ~ little while 
with our Imports and exports of meats. The Government bas refused 
to supply us the market prices, as lt should have done, so that I have 
taken our -own trade and commerce reports and our own official records 
in order to make comparisons. Here is a list of the expe>rts of Canada 
to tlle United 'States from 1906 to 1910: . 

<>f -0ne little vlllnge on this side with that .of one little villilge on the 
other side. W-e ha-ve to make a comparison during :a number -of years, 
and deal with it from a n-ational standpoint. There is no :doubt that 
in some places it might work to the advantage uf the individual farm
ers, but, on the whole, it will be a detriment to the farming community 
of C1lnada. 'The total value of hogs .and hog ·pTOducts imported :from 
ithe United States during these :fi-ve years was $15,411,4.66. In the same 
<period we .succeeded in selling to them hogs .and hog l,)roduets to the 
amount of $650,8.63. Is there any honorable member of this House 
who, in the face of these :figures, would say that the market for hogs 
and ho<Y -products is better in the United States than in Canada? Is it 
reason~le to think that they would leave higher prices and .a better 
mark.et and :sell their product here :a:t dower prices"/ 

Mir. TAYLOR of Leeds. And pay a -duty? , 

~otal ___________________________________ _ 

Mr. SEXSMITH. And -pay a .duty. The figures ·show tnat 1:h~ farmers 
of the United states sold us in il:ve years 14 760,543 .more than we 
sold them. In the face of this fact it is abSUlld to tell i!he btrmers of 
Canada that we are rgoing to get a better maT'ket for hogs and hog 
products, be& cattle and beef, than we hnve in <Canada.. 'This pro
posed change wonld simply mean that we should be subject to the 
Beef Trust ot Chicago. Our 1oea1 p!l..Cltlng <establishments. :instead uf 
being Rble to .eo11trol the ma:rket O'f Canada and to ship to "Great Brita.in, 
where w.e have had the best market in the world-A market that sets 
the i>rice for the bacon of the United states as well ns that of Canada, 
and where we have heen able to compete and ha:ve .estab
lished a .standa:rd fur our bacon that far surpasses that of 
the hacon of the United .States-will '(lome under ithe domination .of 
the American trust. Let me read a few words from the ;.SI>eec'h of the 
minister of agriculture of February 28 last an .thifJ s.ubject <1f Te!'i· 
procity. And if then is .any member of this Honse who more than 
another should lay the plain facts before the people it is the minister 
of agriculture, fc;r tire f.armers look to mm and expect him to give 
them guidance .and not to deeeive them. Speaking of the Be.et Trust 

301, 466 of Chicago, the mi"Ilister of agriculture ·on tllat uccasion £aid : 
" I said a moment .ago that the pa.eking houses weuld not .(lisappea.r. We imported from the United 'States ·ns follows : 

Bacon and hams : 
1906--------------------------------------19()7 _______________________________ ,:._ 

1908-------~-~--------------------~ 
1909----------------------~----------
1910-------------------------------------------

I think my honorable fi'iend had in mind puticnllrrly the packln~ houses 
in Wmnipeg. I .have .heard it said that the :pa:cki~ houses in Winnipeg 

$782, 1mo would disappear:, be.cause Chicago would mvamp :tii.em when the Whole 
656, .225 west is thrown OJ!eD and made snbBm.~ient to the Chicago mlLrlret. 
851, 807 What is the condition of affairs to-day in the United States? Does the 
744, ma Chi.ea.go -packing business ·svmmp the ;packing houses in Kansas Oi,ty, in 
829, 242 Oma.ha, -or in South St. Paul? We know, if the :honorable gentleman 

·does not know, that these cities .a.re doing a !large packing-h1:>use busi
Total ----------------------------------------- 3, 858, '298 ' ness. I have hexe 'Some ifigur-es ito 1sbow what that ibus:iness is in -com. 

Yet this is the market 1n which our farmers are told they will be able parison with the packing houses of Winnipeg." 
to sell to better -ad-vantage than in the home market. The price of hogs, The minister goes on to show the ·difference tbetlween the packing 
bonorable gentlemen opposite tell us, is greater in the United States houses of Kansas City and Omaha and the packing houses of Winnipeg: 
than in Canada ; but if that be the case, bow is It we have been buying ,., In 'Kansas City la-st w-ear the loca1 ::killings -0f cattle were '1,2'84,000 ; 
such a very large amount from them in excess of what we sell to them' 'Of 'Sheep, 1,'1'86,000-: of hogs. 1,900;000. 1'he loeal packing and abattoir 

Take our exports Dt .beef to the United States. We exported as !ol: esta.J>.lishments of Kansas City BhoweE1, of cattle, 773,000; of sheep, 
lows: 1,256,000; of hogs, 1,656,()00. In ·South St. Paul the loca1 killings 
il.906------------------------------------- j 6 141 · wer,,e

0
169,000 Weabmittl~, 207,-000 sheep, and 823,0DO hogs. --------- • ompare peg~ 

1907 ------------------------------------------------- l, 484 ... Cattle 80 000; haM uf those in St. Paul-; une-tentli about of 1908--------~--------------------------------------- 12• 708 ln Omaha; ori'.e-fifteenth of those in X-ansas City. ' ' 'those 
1909--------------------------------------------------- 14~ 221 "'Sheep, 30,000; -0ne-seventh of those in S-t. Paul-- one-fortieth of 
1910--------------------:------------------------------ 121 635 ±hose in -Omaha; one thirty-fifth of those in Kn:nsas ctty. 

Total------------------------------------------ 57 195 
1 

"Hogs,
0 

9aha1,000 ; o.ntwe-:i:~~+,.:offtR_ose rin'n St. P.a:nl; one-twentieth of 
Of all th ts t d t th 

TT 1 - ' those in m ; one- t:J.lw.t:W-1 o ·Lllose 'K.lmsas City." 
o er mea we expor e o e un teCl 'States as follows: That is, the. minister, in ~scuss.ing the guestion of ·the. great Chicago 

1906------------------------~---------- $67, 974 Beef Trust, tried to make this Honse .and the people belieY-.e that there 
1901----------------;------------------- 53, 613 was no danger. of that trust .coming into .Can~da or in,juring tlre packing 
1908--------------------------------------- 48, 871 . :Industry in Wmnipeg. The .reason he ~1ves 'IS that the packing nonses 
1909------------------------------------- 60, 164 in the westem cities .flour-i:shed in spite 'Of the Beef 'Trust. But J;ee 
1'910----------------------------·------ 61, 508 what he was -compellell to admit a moment or two afterwards when ·he 

was questioned by my .honorable :friend .from Ela.st Lambton [Mr. 
ATIIlstrong] ~ Total----------------------------------- 292, 130 , 

And the total of :a.11 their exports ·amounted to $650;863. 
Compare that with our imports. We imported from the Uiii:ted 

States beef salted in barrels as -follows: 

mm~~~~~~~~~- =~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~======= l{~ 111 
-Totfl:l ______________________________________ £64,203 

Of cnnned meats, poultry, mid game we imported fr.om the Ullited 
States as f oll.ows ; 

il8~=--==--==-=- ==--=== -====~-===-===--====== $~ ff! 1909__________________________________ '30, 412 
l.9.10 ---------· --·--------- 45. 4£0 ' 

"Mr. ARMSTRONG. 1 merely want to uk the minister if it 1s Jl.Ot 
a fact that these laTge 'IIleat-'Packing 'firms .1n Kansas City, Omaha, .and 
:St. Paul are a part of the Meat Trust? I have rutted thes.e cities 
frequently and I 'know What I am talk.ing .about. 

" Mr. FISHER. 1f .my .honorable friend £ays that he knows :they nre 
1 will not dispute it. l do not know that they .a.re, .and 'I therefore wili 
not say IW'h.ether they a.re Dr not. :Bn± that fu>cs not .malrn any 
diff.er-ence..,. 

I would ask the minister -0! agriculttu.r.e: 'Js that ..11 :faiir 'Speech to 
send .c:mt to the lfar.mers .of this countcy? Does that give our farmers 
an 'intelligent view of things as 'they ·.really .are-to make lt ,e.p.peax :that 

Total--------------------------------------------

there was n~ daru?'er to our ba-con ana our beef industry .from the Beef 
Trw::t of Chicago f I ihave no heSitatinn in saying that if this .arrange
ment goes into effect ~e whole meat ;business of 'Cana.ila inslde ,0 f two 
-years will be under the gueat combine, .the .Meat Trust of -Chicago and 
that tr11St will pay the .!armers of Canada just -what it plea.sea. I 
pointed out to the minister of ~ricultur.e a year a.go, :mtl I think in 
the year .Previous to tha.t, that the farmers .seemed to thhik they were 
1alrorlng unl'ler certain grieyances 'by reason <Tf the paCklng 'indrrs'try in 

214, 335 thls country; that these people had pressed the market aown in cer-
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tain seasons of the year. The minister said that he would have the 
matter investigated. .And this is the result of his investigation: He 
fi.nds difficulties that might be overcome by proper legislation, but in 
order to avoid this he says, "Take down the bars, and we will hafe 
free trade." 

Now, a word or two on the question of the throwin..,. open of our 
markets to the foreign countries that are allowed to enter under this 
arrangement. The minister of agriculture, on the 13th of December 

· last, told the Honse that the Canadian farmer was not in a position 
to compete with the Australian farmer in raising sheep and cattle. 
He told us that the conditions in Australia were entirely different. 
Thi is what the minister said: 

''As I am not acquainted with the details of the business, I would 
not undertake to say whether my honorable friend is right or wrong. 
My 110norable friend is quite right in saying that the number of sheep 
has decreased in Canada, but when he compares that with the increase 
in Australia, Argentina, South Africa, and other countries he is draw
ing a comparison with countries in which the climate and other condi
tions are entirely different." 

These are the words of the minister himself : 
"Australia, both as regards sheep and cattle, is a ranching country. 

The cattle there run wild over enormous areai:; and are not taken care 
of at all. Sheep are in the same position. They have illimitable ex
panses for pasturing, which we have not, and they have a climate more 
suitable for that kind of wild life than ours. Therefore a comparison 
between Canada and Australia in this regard is not a fair one." 

Now, the minister of agriculture admitted on the 13th of December 
tbat the conditions in Australia were so different from those in Canada 
that the Canadian farmer could not compete with the Australian farmer 
in rai. ing beef or sheep. But to oblige our American cousin he says 
we will allow the farmers of Canada to come into competition with 
Australia; we will allow Australian beef to come into this country; 
there is no longer any danger in allowing Aue:tralian beef and mutton 
to come into Canada. Now, I say he is entirely wrong. I wish to 
quote an article that apoeared i.n one of the Toronto daily papers on 
April 11 : it is headed ' Will ship meat from Australia" : 

" Mr. Arthur Kidmar, chairman of the perishable foods committee of 
the Chamber of Commerce at Sydney, New South Wales

1 
is at the King 

Edward. He is breaking his return journey for a da:v m Toronto, and 
leaves for home via Chicago this afternoon. Mr. Kidmar is largely 
1ntf~rested in the meat, butter, and egg packing industry in Sydney, and 
has been spending the past year i.n a tour of inspection through Great 
Britain. France, Germany, and other parts of Europe, studying par
ticularly the abattoir systems and methods of exportation in the conti
nental centers of the packing i.ndustry. He has also been arran,ging, 
in behalf of the S:vdney chamber, for the exportation of food products 
from Australia to Great Britain and America. Shipments will be made 
immediately to Toronto and Montreal, and shortly also to New York." 

Mr. TAYLOR of Leeds. And they pay a duty of 3 cents a pound. 
Mr. SEXSMITH. This man says that shipments will be made imme

diately under present conditions, paying a duty, either to Toronto or to 
Montreal. Now we propose by this arrangement to take off the duty, 
and let them send into Canada as much meat as they like, and that 
from a country that the minister of agriculture said a. few weeks ago 
was one that we could not compete with on even terms. Now, speaking 
of the United States market, and what we are to gain, I want to quote 
some figures of their exports in the articles I have been mentioning: 
Eggs, United States exported in 1909,_ 5,207,151 dozen, 

valued at----------------------------------------- $1, 199,522 
Butter, United States exported in 1909, 5,981,265 pounds, valued at ________________________________________ _ 
CheeRe, United States exported in 1909, 6,822,842 pounds, 

valued at-----------------------------------------
Condensed milk, United States exported in 1909 ________ _ 
Lard, United States exported in 1909 _________________ _ 
Pork, pickled, United States exportf•d in 190!) ___________ _ 
Ham and shoulders, cured, United States exported in 1909_ 
Bacon, United States exported in 1909------------------
Beef, fresh, Ui1ited States exported in 1909 ____________ _ 
Beef, salted and pickled, United States exported in 1009 __ _ 

1, 268, 210 

857,091 
1,375, 104 

52,712,569 
4,599,431 

23,525,307 
25,920,490 
12,6fl8,594 

3,438,048 

Total meat and dairy products in 1909 ___________ 166, 521, 949 

And we are to come into competition with a country with a. home 
market 10 times greater than that of tlie Canadian people-a home 
market that exports 10 times more than Canada does. I want to say a 
word to show what conditions really are in our home market. In the 
Province of Ontario I find that the total number of swine slaughtered 
during the year 1900 was 1,986,432, valued at $21,407,549. Oar total 
exports of hogs and hog products for the same year, for all Canada, 
amounted to only $6,915,577. 'l'hus we see that Ontario alone has pro
duced three times more hogs and hog products than the total exports 
of all Canada in the year 1909. Is it therefore reasonable to say that 
the home market is not the best market the Canadian farmer has? In 
1909 the Province of Ontario produced $184,747,900 worth of live stock, 
and there were sold or slaughtered in that Province alone in the same 
year $64,464,923 worth. So, in the Provi.nce of Ontario alone, as a 
home market, we have disposed of over $64,000,000 worth of beef and 
other cattle, whereas our total exports of cattle from all Canada during 
the same year only amounted to $12,254,287. And yet we are told by 
the minister of agriculture that our home market is not as valuable as 
it was a few months ago, and we must discard it, and allow all the 
countries of the world to come in and enjoy it. I do not see the minister 
of customs in his seat, but I wish to refer to what he said a few 
evenings ago, i.n discussing dairy products. He did not care to discuss 
them in bulk, but for some reason or other, I suppose for political 
reasons, he reduced pounds of butter to ounces, and reduced dozens of 
eggs to units, and then told us that we only import two or three eggs 
and two or three ounce~ of butter per capita into the Dominion. Let 
me give you a few figures prepared i.n the same way. Take the meat 
products. We bought from the United States annually the last few 
years $2.10 worth for every man, woman, and child in Canada, while we 
only sold to them seven-tenths of 1 per cent per capita. Now, I will 
speak about potatoes, and let me first read from Hansard what the 
minister of agriculture says about potatoes on the 28th of March : 

" In 12 years of high duties the United States accepted from Canada 
Sll,000,000 worth of potatoes more than they sent into Canada. 
Surely if we can get those potatoes into the States without duty, it will 
be to the advantage of our potato raisers." 

I pnt a question on the order paper and received the following answer 
from the minister of customs : 

(1) The quantity and value of potatoes (Canadian produce) exported 

from Canada to the -United States during the fiscal years from 1901 to 
.1910, inclusive. was as follows : · 

1901 ••••••..••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1902 •••• - •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
1903 .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••....••••••••••••••.••••• 
1904 .•••••.•••.•••••••••••.•••.•••••.•••••••••••••.•••••••• 
1905 •••••••••••••••••••••••••...•.••••••••••••••••••••••.•. 
1906 ••• ••·•····•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1907 (9 months) ...•.. _'" ........ '" ......................... . 
1908 ••••••.••••••.•.•.•••..•.••..•••.•••••.••••••••••..•••• 
1909 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•••••••.•••••••• 
1910 .•••••..••. ••••••••• .••.•••••••• ••••••••••••• •••••••••• 

Bushels. 

231, 101 
808,041 
138,855 

1, 451,070 
34,870 

473,239 
8,941 

34,392 
574,454 
678,632 

Value. 

,151 
327, 046 
56,969 

742,537 
18,301 

128,363 
4,250 

15, 459 
251,907 
345,903 

(2) The quantity and value of potatoes imported i.nto Canada from 
the United States during the fiscal years from 1901 to 1910, inclusive, 
was as follows : 

1901 ••• ••··•••·••·••••·•·•· •·••·•••·•·•··•••·•····••·•••·•• 
1902 •••••.•.••.••••••••••.•.•••••..•.•.•..•.••.•••••• ·-···· 
1903. ·•••··••·•···••·•···•····•·•········•·•··•····••·•·•·· 
1904. ········································· •· ··········· 
1905. ••••····••••·••·••·······•·•······•·•••···•··••••••••• 1906 ..............••.•....••......••...•••••..••..••.•.•••• 
1907 (9 months) ........................................... . 
1908 •••••.•......•.••....•.•.....•....•.....••.....•••••••. 
1909 •••••••.•••••..••••••.••..•••••••••••••••••.••••••••••. 
1910 •••••..•.•••..••..••.•.••..•. ••••··••·•··•·•···•·•••••· 

Bushels. 

136,666 
81, 771 

{07, 425 
77,028 

51 ' 75 
'227, 155 
94,521 

249, 907 
127, 110 
217,170 

Value. 

~,649 
87,970 

228,609 
7 ()').,5 

232;044 
126, 163 

71,065 
195,65-0 
129, 725 
181, 751 

I notice the total exports of potatoes during 10 years from Canada to 
the United States were $1,05 , 86, while our imports from the United 
States were 1,419,651, a difference of 539,235 in favor of the United 
States. This ls the great market of which we hear so much. Potatoes 
and hay are the only farm products that we have been able to export 
to the United States in greater quantity than we have received from 
them, but this is the market they are going to give us. It is on state
ments of that kind that we &re asked to settle this great question. I 
have not gone into the figures since confederation, but I think I a.m 
safe in saying that the United States have not ndmltted a million 
dollars' worth of our potatoe more than sent to nited States since 
confederation, let alone the $11,000,000 worth in 12 years of which the 
minister spoke. 

I shall quote our exports and imports of vegetables. During five years 
we imported from the nited States 3,368,0 3 worth of vegetables. 
We sold to them 2,021,054, a difference in favor of the United States 
of $1,347,020. And yet our market gardeners are told: "Oh, you are 
all right, you are perfectly safe ; you get the United States market, you 
can ship your potatoes and vegetables there." But they have been 
invading our markets and elling millions and millions of dollars more 
to us than we have been able to · sell to them. . 

I have labored hard in the effort to come to some reasonable con
clusion i.n connection with our wheat trade. I have consulted the 
statistics of the United States, and their market prices, and compared 
them with Canadian statistics for the last 15 or 20 years. I do not 
know that it would be wi e to take up time by reading prices for 20 
years, so I shall read them for the last 10 or 15 years, and give the 
avern.ges. I shall take from the Toronto Globe the prices for No. 2 
white wheat on December 1 in each year ; that is. the prices paid to 
the farmers in Toronto, the United States, and Winnipeg: 

Wheat. 

l 90 •.... ················•··············• •.... 
1891 ............... ·-· ...................•..... 
1892 .........•................................. 
1 93 .............. - ........................... -
1894 ...................................•....... 
1 95 •....•... ...•... ·- .....••..•...••..•...•.•. 
1R96 ....•.......•.•.......•..•.•••..••..•••.••. 
1897 •.•.. ••••·· ··•••· ..........••••.••. ··•·•·•· 
1898 .... ·•··••·••· .••... ·•···· ·••·••••···•·· .•. 
1899 ........•....••........•........•...••..... 
1900 ....••.••...•.•.•.•••...•..•...•••. •• •••.. • 
1901. ....•...•.......•........... ' ..••..•.•.... 
1902 ...•.....•......••..............•...•...... 
1903 •..........••...........................•.. 
1904 .......•••..••..•....•...... ...••....•• •... 
1905 .......•..•.•..........•.........•...•.•... 
1906 ••••.•.••••••••••••..••.••••••......••.•... 
1907 •.••.••..•.•.•..•••..•••••..• ..•••..••••... 
1908 ••• -•••••••.•••...•.....•••..••.•..••.•••••• 
1909 ••••..•..•.......... ••.••..•••.•• .•••.••.•. 
Average for last 20 years ..................... . 
Average for last 10 years ..................... . 

No. 2 white: Mark-et 
Price per value Unlt

bushel, To- ed St.ates: 
ronto, On- Stilt. Ab

tario, Dec. l stract, Dec. 
each year 1 1 each 

· year. 2 

Gents. 
93 
90 

64- 66 
57 
57 

65- 65~ 
85 
83 
68 
65 

64- 64! 
72 
68t 

771;- 78 
100-101 
79- 80 

71 
95- 96 
93- 94 

100-105 
77- 75 
82- 60 

Cents. 
83.8 
83. 9 
62. 4 
53. 8 
49.1 
50.9 
72. 6 
80. 8 
58. 2 
58. 4 
61.9 
62. 4 
63.0 
69.5 
92. 4 
74.8 
66. 7 
87. 4 
92.8 
99.8 
71. 23 
77 

No. I north
ern: Price 
pe~b~hel, 
WlDillpeg, 

Dec.1 
each year. a 

Gents. 
75 
91 
73 
65 
58 
55 
ll 

92 
69 
~ 
i6 
71 
71l 
79 
911 
75! 
72~ 

102 
99} 
96 
78. 95 
85. 40 

1 Quotations Toronto Globe. 2 Ann. Rep. Dept. Agriculture. a Various sources. 
I notice, according to these statistics--and they a.re the only reliable 

statistics we can get-that the price of wheat to the farme1·s of the 
United States for the last 10 rears has been lower than the price to 
the farmers of Canada. even in Winnipeg. We have been told that the 
wheat production of the United States is falli.ng ofr, and that 1n a 
short time they will require some millions of bushels from the Canadian 
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farmer to· supply their own mmet. The minfster- of agriculture, speak
in~ on the reciprocity question, said: 

' D1is makes a total acreaga in our Northwest of 213.000,000 ac~s 
within the wheat-produ.cing area. I do not mean> to say that au th1si 
land will pr<>duce wheat, or will ever be under whe.at, butr I do not 
think it would be out of the wny for me to say that, in the course ot 
15 or 20 years, one-quarter of that llql.<4 say 50,000,000 acres, will ~e 
producing whea.t. When that time comes, the Canadian Northwest will 
produce 1,000,000,000 bushels of wheat. I venture. to say that the 
farmer-s will need not only the home- country and the- American market, 
but also the European mru:ket in which to sen that wheat. When that 
time comes, there is no doubt, there wlll be in the United States from. 
150,000,000 to 200,000,000 people, and the~ will need: at least 250,000,000 
to 300,000,000 bushels of wheat." 

American mill operatom would be in: demand n.nd pay rolls w01tld be · 
incrensed; mm machinery, bags, barre:Is, and other mill supplies would 1 

be required. in la.rga qti.antities; more money would be. in circulation. and 
the benefit would be felt in every artery of industrial life touched by 
the milling. 

"·There would be an increUHe hr gra.ini firms, in elevators, and in 

Nothing could be further from the mark than the c:onjecture ot the 
minister in this respect. I have gone over and taken the production of: 
the United States wheat crop for several years, and the figures taken_ 
from the statistical abstract show the followin~ results~ 

Unitea S'tates procliwtior11 of whea.~ in ear:h vear from 1891 to 11101. 

.. 1891 ____________________________ . _____ -_:_~_- --
1892 _______________________________________ _ 

1893--------------------------------------~ 1894 ____________________________________________ _ 
1893 _________________________________________ _ 
1896 ______________________________________ _ 
1897 _______________________________________ _ 
1898 ________________________________________ _ 
1899 _______________________________________ _ 
1900 _____________________ . ___________ _ 

Bnshelli. 
611,789,000 
515,94.0,000 
396,132,000 
400, 2.67' 000 
467,103 000 
427' 684.-000· 
530,149,000 
615,149,000 
547,304,000 
522,230,000 

Total for -10 ye:u:s ______________________ 5,153,756, 000 
Average for one year____________________________ 515,37&,000 

United. States. production of wheet in. each 11e<M" frat& 1901 to 1910. 
Bushels. 

1901 _________________________________ _ 
1902 _______________________________________ _ 
190::t ____________________________________ _ 
190-t ______________________________ .._ __ _ 
1905_____________________________ ___ _ 
1906~--~-----------------------------------1907 ____________________________________ _ 

every b:c.anch ot the grain-handling and flour-ma.king interest:r. . 
"This would be felt in the added value of real estate and in the 

solid~ and substantio.l development ot eve-ry undertaking and enterprise 
that makes a community prosperous-. Farmera would find n. market for 
their products, and in the end, should this crop be assimilated hei:e 
rather than abroad, they will secure an average higher price for their 
wheat, Decaime of the ability of the p~ogressive and S'U.ccessful miller to 
pal more for: his raw material. • 

"Canada wilL lose in transportation, manufacturing; in wages paid 
expert labor, in wages paid: all workmen, in goods supplied, in ma
chinery, bags, and barrels. 

" But the: greatest loss would be in thQ by-products which Canadian 
farmers. so much. need." 

Now. I wish to read from President Tatt'&c speech befor-e the Corn 
Exchange in Columbus, Ohio, on February 10. He was speaking from 
the farmer's standpoint, and he went on to show- that they bad nothing 
to fenr from reciprocity with Canada, but that they had: considerable to 
gain from getting- into the Canadian market, bee.a.use ot- the majority of 
commodities raised on the farm the Canadian people had been buying 
more from the United: States than the United St!ltes. hn.d been buying 
from Canada_ The President then goes on to say: 

"" Canada i::r our neighbor on the north for 3,000 miles. Her popula
tion if; English, Scotch, and French. Her soil is like ours. Her- tradi
tions axe the same as ours. Her language is ours. Her climate is tem
perate like- ours. e:x:eept that her- growing seasons are shorter and she 
can not raise corn in any great quantity. She has a. free popular gov
ernment with n. wage-earning class as intelligent and as well paid as 
ours. It is' difiicult to see in wha.t respect her farme:rs have acy ad
vantage over our own except a virgin soil in the far northwest. 

" '-How is tbe farming"" to be hmt~ ' he asked. He then took- up the 
e1Ieet it would have on corn and wheat prices,. on the value of farm 
lands. in the United States.. and on the milling industry in the United 
States. He declared that ' in respect to corn tho American fa.rmer is 
king and wiIT remain sn, reciprocity or no reciprocity.' AB to wheat, 
he said the domestiC' price is governed by the world price, and that 

· •the sending ot any part of Canad:i.'s surplus thr_oug]i. our cmmtry in
stead of through Canada to be milled or to be exported without milling 
will not perceptibly or materially affect the prlce ot wbeatl tor our 
farmers.' 

190 ---------------------------------1909 _____________________________________ _ 
1910 _________________ . ___________ _ 

Total fol"' 10 years--------------------A..verage fol' one year ____________________ _ 

" ' The value ot fa.rm lands." he said~ ' ls atfected by- the proximity to 
market' more than by any other element,' and be maintained that the 
American fa.r:mer would still have th-e advantage in this respect He 

6 'T64, 632, 000 also predicted a great increase in. Amencan milling as a result of tlte 
'676, 463, 200 agreement. 

"'It is a mere trutsm,' saftl the President, 'to suy that the farmers 
of a country constitute the greatest wealth-producing class of the coun
try and that it is of the greatest importance to conserve their welfare. 
When we have had good· crops the wheels of all industries have moved 
and wealth bas been stored. Any one, therefore, who would initiate 
a policy to injure the farmer has much to answer for at the bar of pub
lic opinion. 

7'48,460,000 
670, 063, 000 
637,822,000 
552,400,000 
692,979,000 
735,261,000 
634,087,000 
664, 602, ooo· 
737,189,000 
691, 769, OOQ. 

Lust 10 yea.rs product,. 515,3'Z5,600 bushels, an average ot 161,087,600 
bu hels more per yen.r than for previous OOcade. 

They have increased their production during the· last 10 years over 
the previous 10 yea.rs on an average by 161,000,000 bushels of wheat 
per yea~ That is to say, thatr in the last period of 10 yearS' they pro
duced each yeru: 161,0001000 bushels more than they Old during the 101 

years previously. The minister of agriculture, told us. that in a few 
years the pe-0pie of the United' States would be consuming all' the wheat 
they could produce, and would require from 150,000-,000 to 200,000,000 
bushels of wheat per yeax from us fo.r home corummption. Nothing 
could be further from the mark. Their increase in the production ot 
wheat in the last 10 years over the previous 10 yea.rs is annually 
greater than the total production_ at all Canada.. Figurin.g that on the 
average per capita consumption of th.e United Statea for the last 20 
years, or for the last 30 years, if you like.. at 5.38 bushels per capita, 
we find that their inereased production fn the last 10 yearS' was capable: 
of feeding 30,000,000 people, while theil: _increased population was only 
16,000,000 people. Instead of the population gaining on the produc
tion the production has actun.lly increased twice as rapidly as the popu
lation. The United States is now produ.cing wheat for 140,000,000 
population, and 'it is safe to say that in the next 20 years they will be 
producing for a. population of 200,000,000. Where, then, is the market 
for our Canadian wheat? Why do the Americans wan..t our whe:at? 
Last year they had 48,000,000 acres under wheat, and the American 
farmer is an aggressive farm.er, and under a. proper system of farming, 
if they bring up their production per acre to the standard ot Canada, 
they will be producing m the next few years nearly 1,000,000,000 bush
els of wheat annually. Why, then, do they want our wheat'[ 

Mr. TAYLon ot_ Leeds. They want lt to mu with their wheat for export 
flour. 

Mr. SEXSMITH. That is it. r do not thin.l I can explain tha..t better 
than by reading this from the- Ontario Miller, published on February 8, 
1911: 

" ' The greatest reason for adopting this agreement is the fact that it 
is going to unite two countries with kindred people and lying together 
across a wide- continent in a commercial and social union to the great 
:tdvantage of both. Such ::. result does not need to be justified by a 
nice balancing- 01' pecuniary profit ti> each. Its undoubted general bene
fit will vindicate those who are responsible- for it. I say this in order 
that by anawering the arguments directed to the detailed effect of the 
agreement upon different classes of persons I may not be thought to 
abandon the. broad ground u~on which the opportunity to confirm this 
agreement ought to be seized. 

u . Taking up first the effect of the agreement on corn, he said : ' The 
total production of corn in> the United States in 1910 was 3,125,713,000 
bushels, of which we exported 33,072,209, and used the rest in domestic 
consumption, chiefly in raising cattle and hogs, of whiC'h in live cattle 
:ind packing-house products we exported in value $135,985,212." 

I' would, like to know how the. farmers of Canada are going to gain 
by getting into the markets ot the mrtted States for thcior beef and 
po:rk: products, a countJ.:y tha.t is competing with. Canada in the markets 
ot Liverpool, that set& the price for the farmers of the United States 
as well as for the farmers of Can.a.dt4 and n country which, according 
to the President himself, exported last yaar $135,985,212 worth of beef 
and porlt. The President went on to say: 

".The Canadian product of com was 18,726,000 bushels, or six-tenths 
ot 1 per cent of the total production of tbe United States. We exported 
6,000,000 bushels to Canada. Certainly in respect of corn the Ameri
can farmer is king and will rem.a.in so, reciprocity or no reciprocity. 
Indeed, the change. will greatly help him by increasing his supply of 

" WHEAT A.ND FLOUR- young and thin cn.ttle, now very scarce, for feeding with his- corn and 
"When it is considered that owing to the high quality and superior making good beef." 

strength of the wheat grown in the newly opened Canadian northwest, They propose to go to our Northwest rurd buy up our thin cattre and 
1 bushel mixed with 3 bushelS' of the lesS> virile wheat grown in the take them over to fatten on their own farms, and, as the honorable 
United States, and ground into flow.:, is. sufilcient to raise. the whole to member for Brandon said, that country will become the baekrloo.r of 
high value, it is apparent that tlie free importation of this wheat would Chien.gn. But the President went on::: 
not only fail to depress the price of American wheat, but would actually "But it iS' su.id that the fa.rm land ot Ohio. Indiana, Illinois, Iowa. 
give it added value, because. it would enable the American miller to Wisconsin; and other States is mnch more valuable than the land in 
use the Cnnadian product as a leaven to raise the value of his mixture;_ Manitoba. Sru;katchewan, Assillll>oia., and Alberta, the four grea t North· 
thus every bushel ot Canadian wheat exported as flotil! by the American weste-rn Provinces of Canada, a.net that to i:dve Canadian farmers free 
mill& would carry with it a much greater amount of wheat grown in entry of products raised on cheaper lands- will be certain fo low-er farm 
the United States. l:mds in vafue in this country. Nothing could be further from the fact. 

" The miller who is able to grind tlils. enormous erop will be the Canadian lands are farther removed from the Minneapolis and Cllicago 
m.ille.r of the future, and where he is. there will be the great mills of markets than the lands of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Io~ or Illinois and 
the world.. proximity to m8.I'ltet is a most important element in the value of. farm 

"With free Canadian wheat secured, the prospect is :i gran.d one, land. Then the natural chllilge in: fanning in this country is from the 
with this enormous and steadily increasing cro11 free to pursue its- raising of. grain for export to the raising of grain for farm consump
natural geographical and commercial channel flowing into the mills and tion. and development <If the- secondary products in the forms of cattle 
elevators of the States, a splendid tide of actLvity a.nd prosperity would and bOA1J. The live cattle are bought and fattened. The hogs are ra.iaed 
follow in its wake. Assul'ed of: their future supply 01' raw material, the- and fed. It is flll'ming of this kind that explains. the high value of 
mills of Amei:iea would go. forw:rrd on. theil'. developing course, con farm lands in Illinois lllld Iowa..." 
tinuing the march oi progress which has brought them to the front. . The-Prasident goes oa to argue that where the :finished article is pro
New mills would be built' and capacities enfarged. New markets abroad! duced the high'-priced rand is, and we· propose- bJi this :ll'rangem.ent 
would be sought and conquered. practically to compel the flITillers of- Onbuio and of the Wl!Stern Pro•-

" The returns from this ren.ewe<I and extended activity would_ be felt- inees to sell the11" thin eattle to the United States to be fattened on 
ill increased commercial prosperity. New railw:i.ys w uld be extended! theit· farms. The President continued: 
in ta the wheat-growing territory ; Amerie::m ruilroads canyin~ the "The difference ini the vafu~ of the· aer betwc-eu l\fanifob and Mlnne-
fiour from the mills would secure additional freights;. American bank sota is but little more than $8, whiIB the dlfi'erem~e- between. Minnesota 
would obtain increased deposits and greatly enlarged exchange aeC'Ounts; and Wisconsin is $60; between Wisconsin and IllinoiS" is $52; between 
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Wisconsin and Iowa is $40 ; between Mkhigan and Indiana Is $31. 
These figures show incontestably that the fear of a reduction in farm
land values of this country by letting in Canada's products is wholly 
unfounded. 

" The price of wheat, less transportation and other charges for 
warehouse and delivery, is fixed by what all the wheat-exporting coun
tries, including the United States and Canada, can get for their sur
plus in Liverpool. 

" Hence the sanding oi any part of Canada's surplus through our 
country instead of through Canada to be milled or to be exported with
out milling will not perceptibly or materially affect the price of wheat 
for our farmers. 

" Open up the markets of Minneapolis and Chicago, giving the trans
portatien and warehousing facilities of our Northwest, and the Cana
dian farmer will get for his wheat practically what the American 
farmer gets, less the higher freight charges due to greater distance 
from market. In other words, the advantage we give the Canadian 
farmer will not hurt our farmer, for the price will remain the same." 

Where do you find that the Canadian would get a higher price tor 
his wheat under this agreement? President Taft says 1t will make no 
difference; or, in other words, that the agreement will not hurt the 
American farmer. He goes on to say: 

"But by patronizing our elevators, our flour mills, our r!lllroads, he 
will secure admission to the world's market at a less cost to himself, 
while we will secure the advantage of increased trade for our elevators, 
our mills, our railroads, and our commission men. · 

"The United States secured ·tor the farmers the tree listing of such 
important agricultural products as cottonseed oil, all kinds of fruits 
and vegetables, timothy and clover seed, eggs, and numerous other 
products in which the movement to Canada from the United States is 
much greater than from Canada to the United States. The remission 
of $1,300,000 in duties on rough lumber imported irito the United States 
by free listing it, along with pickets and palings, and the heavy reduc
tions on dressed lumber, laths, and shingles are all in the interest of 
the farmer. 

"Let the agreement be adopted and go into operation and in six 
months the farmers on the border who now have fears will rejoice in 
this great step toward closer business and social relations with our 
neighbors. The whole country-farmer, manufacturer, railroad com
pany, middleman, warehouseman-all will be the gainer." 

That is the argument of President Taft, and I submit that what he 
predicts is exactly what will take place if we allow this treaty to go 
through. 

Just a word in conclusion about our horse market. We are told that 
the Canadian horse market will not be injured, but so good an authority 
as my honorable friend from Dundas, Mr. Broder, pointed out to the 
satisfaction of every honorable member of this house that the market 
for horses in the United States is not as good as that in Canada. He 
showed that the average price received by the farmers in the United 

· States for horses last year was $118, while the Canadian farmers re
ceived $133. I have here a table showing the quotations in Toronto and 
Chicago on March 24, 1911.: 

Horses. 

Heavy draft: 
Choice, 1,650 pounds and over ........ -...•...•........ 
Fair, 1,650 pounds .. _ ... ··--·· ..........•..••...•.•.... 
Choice, 1,500 pounds and over .•.•.......•............. 
Fair, 1,500 pounds ...............•.............•••..... 
Agricultural-

Good .. -•..............•....•............•••..••... 
Fair .......•.••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••.. 

Express horses ...•..•..........•••.......•.••••.•..•.. 
Drivers ... _ ...•..•...•.•..••....•........ · ..•.•..••.••.. 
Saddlers ........•..•....•...... -............ -.. -... --.. 

Toronto. Chicago. 

$200--$350 
200- 250 
250- 300 
160- 200 

160- 225 
100- 150 
175- 250 
150- 260 
150- 275 

$2'25-$325 
200- 225 
175- 225 
150- 200 

165- 200 
100- 180 
160- 250 
175- 300 
160- 350 

With the exception of drivers and saddle horses, the prices at Chicago 
are lower than those in Toronto. The heaVY horses which our farmers 
have been producing are lower in Chicago than in Toronto, and the 
market for ·canadian horses to-day ls our great northwest. That will be 
our market for years to come. But by this arrangement we are allow
ing the American farmers, who are closer to our western country than 
are the farmers of Ontario and Quebec, to sell their horses there on 
equal terms with our own. Elven the Province of Manitoba, which has 
horses to sell, will have to meet that American competition. 

I have here a letter written by one of the greatest horsemen in the 
Western States regarding the effect whi~h this reciP.rocity pact is likely 
to have. This letter is written by Mr. R. F. Williams, of St. Paul, 
representing one of the largest horse-dealing firms in the United 
States-Barrett & Zimmerman. He writes as follows: 
" To the Farmer a: 

" In compliance with your request, we are glad to state our view 
of the proposed reciprocity treaty with Canada, from the standpoint 
of horse raisers, breeders, and dealers. 

"Minnesota and adjoining States are rapidly forging to the front as 
horse-raising States. The hii:rh price of horses during recent years has 
caused every farmer in our Northwest to buy brood mares and plan to 
raise a few market horses, thin.king the great demand, caused by the 
settling up of new lands in the West, would continue. The lands avail
able to homestead entry are about settled up." 

He is speaking of the United States, of the Western States, where 
some years ago homesteads were being opened up and there was a 
demand for horses. Now, however, he says, all that country is prac
tically taken up, and there are no new settlers coming in, as in the 
Canadian northwest, and consequently the market for horses has 
decreased: 

" The lands avalln.ble to homestead entry are about settled up, and 
the demand tor horses with which to open up new lands ls on the 
decrease. Moreover, the automobile is taking the place of horses in our 
large cities. With a rapidly decreasing horse demand at home"-

I would like some honorable gentleman opposite to listen to this, 
who tell us that reciprocity wlll not affect our horse market-

" With. a rapidly decreasing horse demand at home and a great in
crease in the number of colts foaled annually, the American horse 
raiser will soon have a large surplus of horses; and If we do not have 
a market for them horses will take a decided drop in value in the very 
near future. It ls evident that the only logical market the American 
horse raiser can hope for is western Canada." 

Now, I would like the farmers of Ontario who are engaged in the 
breooing of heavy horses to notice this: 

" No country in the world needs so many horses as western Canada. 
With the duty off thousands of carloads of American horses will be 
shipped across the line in the next few years and practically double 
our local markets and give an outlet for all the surplus horses our farm
ers raise at stable and profitable values." 

I would like to know how the horse raisers of the Dominion of 
Canada are going to come out on this phase of the reciprocity pact. We 
have a great market in Canada for horses. The Americans engaged· in 
the horse trade admit this themselves-that it is the only growing 
market on the continent of America. We have hundreds of thousands 
of immigrants pouring into the West, and they can not bring their 
horses with them. The farmers of Ontario and Quebec can raise these 
horses and supply them just as well as the farmers of Minnesota and 
adjoinlng States. · And I believe that the farmers of this country are 
entitled to their home market without being intruded on by the Amer
icans. Just to show what our interprovincial trade has been in horses, 
I looked up the Ontario statistics, and I find that in 1909 Ontario sold 
horses to the value of $9,825,476, while we only exported $783,194 
worth. Now, I would like to ask the minister of agriculture where 
these horses were sold? These horses were sold in the Dominion ot 
Ca~ada-that is, the farmers of Ontario disposed of them to the people 
of our own country, and a majority of these horses, I am convinced, 
went into the western market, which we have now lost. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Leeds. If this bill goes through. 
Mr. SEXSMITH. I! this bill goes through ; but I have great hopes 

that it will never go through. . 
In conclusion, I am opposed to this pact as a Canadian farmer. After 

going into the facts and studying the markets from an unbiased stand
point, I feel it my duty to oppose it, and to oppose it to the utmost of 
my ability. I oppose It because I am a Canadian citizen, and because 
I can see nothing else in it but the breaking up of our federation. I 
oppose it as a British subject, because, to my mind, it will lead to sepa
ration from the British Empire. We are told, you preach loyalty. 
Well, I have heard a great deal of loyalty preached on the other side 
of the house. They say that there is no danger, as they put it; if 
I trade with a Jew that does not make me a Jew. Perhaps that I~ 
logical, but it reminds me of the old Biblical story of Abraham and 
Lot. These honorable gentlemen opposite tell us that we can run our 
trade channels north and south instead of east and west; that we can 
deal with these Americans, but we will not become annexed. I remem
ber how we are told that Abraham said to Lot: "Let there be no strife 
between me and thee or between thy herdmen a.nd my berdmen." He 
said: "You take east and I wm go to the west." Abraham knew well 
what kind of a man Lot was-anxious to grab all the dollars he could. 
Lot, with covetous eye, looked toward - Sodom, the low-lying, well
watered land, and he pitched his tent toward Sodom. He had heard 
of the people of Sodom, of course. He said : " I will go down and deal 
with these people; there is no danger that because I deal with them I 
shall ever become their fellow citizen." And he went down, and they 
began to deal with him:· After a while he said: "Why, these are very 
fine people," and directly they were wining and dining together. And a 
short time afterward what took place? Why, Lot's family were inter
married with these people of Sodom, and they became one people. and 
Lot lived in Sodom. But Abraham remained out in the high altitude 
and in the open and became the head of a great nation. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I submit an amendment to the pending bill, 
which I ask may lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will lie on the 
table and be printed. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to state that to-mor
row at the conclusion of the remarks of the Sena tor from Ohio 
[Mr. PoMERENE] I shall ask the indulgence of the Senate to 
submit some remarks on the pending bill. 

HOUR OF DAILY MEETING. 

On motion of Mr. PENROSE, it was 
Ordered, That the hour of daily meeting of the Senate be 12 o'clock 

meridian until otherwise ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 
Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid

eration of executive business. 
The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 

consideration of executive business. After 25 minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, June 15, 1911, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate June 14, 1911. 

ASSAYERS IN CHARGE OF MINT. 

William M. Lynch, of Louisiana, to be assayer in charge of 
the mint of the United States at New Orleans, La., under the 
provision of the legislative, executive, and judicial appropria
tion act approved March 4, 1911. 

Andrew Maute, of Nevada, to be assayer in charge of the 
mint of the United States at Carson, Nev., in place of Roswell 
K. Colcord, resigned. 

SURVEYOR GENERAL. 
Jerome G. Locke, of Livingston, Mont., to be surveyor general 

of Montana, vice John Frank Cone, term expired. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 

INFANTRY ABM. 

Maj. John F. Morrison, Twentieth Infantry, to be lieutenant 
colonel from June 7, 1911, vice Lieut. Col. Edgar W. Howe, 
Eleventh Infantry, retired from active service June 6, 191L 
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Capt Vernon A. Caldwell, Seventh Infantry, to be major 

from June 6, 1911, vice Maj. Robert Alexander, Infantry, unas
signed, detached from his proper command under the provi
sions of an act of Congress approved March 3, 1911. 

Capt. Edmund L. Butts, Infantry, unassigned, to be major 
from June 7, 1911, vice l\Iaj. John F. Morrison, Twentieth 
Infantry, promoted. 

MEDICAL CORPS. 
Lieut. Col Henry P. Birmingham, Medical Corps, to be 

colonel from June 7, 1911, vice Col. Aaron H. Appel, retired 
from active service June 6, 1911. 

Maj. Henry C. Fisher, Medical Corps, to be lieutenant colonel 
from June 7, 1911, vice Lieut. Col. Henry P. Birmingham, 
promoted. 

Capt. Cosam J. Bartlett, Medical Corps, to be major from 
June 7, 1911, vice Maj. Henry C. Fisher, promoted. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY. 
Second Lieut. Horace T. Aplington, Twenty-second Infantry, 

to be second lieutenant of Cavalry with rank from February 
11, 1911. 

APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY, 
Rear Admiral Reginald F. Nicholson to be a rear admiral in 

the Navy from the 24th day of June, 1910, in accordance with a 
provision contained in an act of Congress approved on that date. 

Paymaster Gen. Thomas J. Cowie to be a paymasteP general 
in the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, from the 1st day of 
July, 1910, iJ;l accordance with a provision contained in an act 
of Congress approved June 24, 1910. 

The following-named ensigns to be assistant naval constructors 
in ·the Navy from the 9th day of June, 1911, to fill vacancies: 

Edmund R. Norton, and 
Andrew W. Carmichael. 
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 

in the Navy from the 13th day of February, 1911, upon the 
completion of three years' service as ensigns : 

Julian H. Collins, and 
Stuart W. Cake. 
The following-named citizens to be second lieutenants in the 

United States Marine Corps from the 9th day of June, 1911, to 
fill vacancies: 

Bernard F. Hickey, a citizen of New York, 
John L. Doxey, a citizen of Arkansas, 
Archibald Young, a citizen of New York, 
John A. Gray, a citizen of Maryland, and 
Andrew M. Jones, a corporal in the United States Marine 

Corps. 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE. 

Foster V. Brown, of Tennessee, to be United States district 
judge for the district of Porto Rico, vice John J. Jenkins, de
ceased. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 
Arthur J. Tuttle, of Michigan, to be United States attorney 

for the eastern district of Michigan, commencing September 1, 
1911, vice Frank H. Watson, whose term has expired. 

PosTMAS rERs. 
ALABAMA. 

Frank W. Slocomb to be postmaster at Headland, Ala. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1911. 

ILLINOIS. 
Joseph 0. Holly to be postmaster at McHenry, IlL, in place of 

Rollin Waite. Incumbent's commission expired January 30, 
1911. 

William S. Jenkins to be postmaster at Golconda, Ill., in place 
of John C. Baker, deceased. 

KANSAS. 
Gwrge A. Benkelman to be postmaster at St. Francis, Kans., 

in place of George A. Benkelman. Incumbent's commission ex
pired February 20, 1911. 

KENTUCKY. 
Thomas M. Scott to be postmaster at Somerset, Ky., in place 

of William M. Catron. Incumbent's commission expired Janu
ary 31, 1911. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 
Arthur E. Wa)ker to be postmaster at Maynard, Mass., in 

place of William R. Hall, deceased. 
MINNESOTA. 

Ralph Prescott to be postmaster at Le Roy, Minn., in place of 
Charles S. Harden, who failed to qualify. 

MONTA.NA. 
Allan Cameron to be postmaster at Bozeman, Mont., in place 

of Ira L. Kirk. Incumbent's commission expired June 22, 1910. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE. 
William B. Gove to be postmaster at Antrim, N. H~, in place 

of Albert Clement, deceased. 
Cyrus E. Varney to be postmaster at Newport, N . . H., in 

place of John B. Cooper, deceased . . 
NEW JERSEY, 

James Steel to be postmaster at Little Falls, N. J. Office be
came presidential October 1, 1907. 

NEW YORK. 
Minnie N. Slaight to be postmaster at Tottenville (late Bent

ley · Manor), N. Y., in place of Minnie N. Slaight, to change 
name of office. 

NORTH DAKOTA. 
Donald G. Mcintosh to be postmaster at St. Thomas, N. Dak., 

in place of Donald G. :Mcintosh. Incumbent's commission ex
pired February 28, 1911. 

OHIO. · 
Robert Cleland to be postmaster at Convoy, Ohio, in place of 

David M. Riley, resigned. 
OREGON. 

Herbert H. Mack to be postmaster at Huntington, Oreg., in 
place of Henry Fildew, deceased. 

UTAH, 
William H. Rex to be postmaster at Salina, Utah. Office be

came presidential October 1, 1910. 
VERMONT. 

Edward B. Hatch to be postmaster at Chelsea, Vt., in place of 
Williard S. Hatch, deceased. · 

WYOMING. 
John F. Crowley to be postmaster at Fort Russell, Wyo., in 

place of John F. Crowl~y. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 1, 1911. 

CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate, June 14, 1911. 

Ass.A YEB OF MINT. 
Andrew Maute to be assayer of mint at Carson, Nev. 

AsSISTANT A'l'TOBNEY GENERAL. 
Willinm H. Lewis to be Assistant Attorney General, charged 

with the defense of Indian depredation claims. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY, 

CAVALRY ABM, 
~First Lieut. William S. Wells to be captain. 
First Lieut. William H. Clopton, jr., to be captain. 
Second Lieut. Henry J. Reilly to be first lieutenant. 
Second Lieut. James J. O'Hara to be first lieutenant. 
Second Lieut. Albert C. Wimberly to be first lieutenant. 

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS, 

Capt. Earle D'A. Pearce to be major. 
First .Lieut. Frederic H. Smith to be captain. 

FIELD ARTILLERY ABM. 
Maj. Charles T. Menoher to be lieutenant colonel. 
Capt. Adrian S. Fleming to be major. 
First Lieut. Charles G. Mortimer to be captain. 
Second Lieut. Harold E. Marr to be first lieut.enant. 

INFANTRY ABM. 
Lieut. Col. Robert N. Getty to be colonel. 
Maj. Robert L. Hirst to be lieutenant colonel. 
Capt. Ernest B. Gose to be major. 
Capt. Paul A. Wolf to be major. 
Capt George D. Moore to be major. 
Capt Willis Uline to be major. 
Capt Charles C. Clark to be major. 
Second Lieut. Cushman Hartwell to be second lieutenant of 

cavalry. 
CHAPLAIN, 

Chaplain George D. Rice to be chaplain with the rank of 
major. 

Ira Ayer. 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY. 
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS, 

To be first lieutenants. 

Henry David Brown. 
William Joseph Condon. 
Timothy Francis Goulding. 
George Edward Maurer. 
James Edwin Mead. 
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Louis Allaire Molony. 
Sylvester Fra:n.ci O'Day. 
David Michael Roberts. 
Stanley ~ i.er W:.trren. 
Robert Barker Williams. 
Ernest BrincUey Dunla.p 
Daniel Brannen Edwards. 
James Vincent FaHsi. 
James Graham Flynn. 
John Tucker Halsell. 
Irving Mc:N ell. 

'·Lee Whitmore· Paul. 
Fred Allen Pittenger. 
Walter Leon Ten.by. 
James. Lyman Whitney. 
John. Wesley Edwards. 
Theodore Bruce Beatty. 
William Thomas Belfield. 
Forest Alvin Black. 
John Willtam Coll'.Jert. 
James Frank Corbett. 
James Beaty Eagleson. 
Herman1 William Goelitz. 
.William Charles Hem:sy. 
Andrew Jackson Hosmer. 
Simeon Edward Josephi. 
1Walter Kelton. 
~bert Edward Mackay. 
Kenneth Alexander James Mackenzie. 
Ray Willi.am Matson. 
William Porter 11.ills. 
Henry Joseph O'Brien. 
Brown. Pusey. 
Alpha Eugene Rockey. 
John Osgood Rush. 
•Austin Ulysses Simpson. 
Alan Welch Smith. 
George Flanders WJ.IBon. 
Daniel Webster Fetterolf. 
Edgar Smith Linthicum. 
Reynolds Cornelius Mahaney. 

POSTMASTERS~ 

NEW HAMPSHIRE. 

William B. Gove,. Antrim. 
Cyrus E. Varney, NeWIJort 

NEW YORX. 

John Maddock, jr., Larchmont. 
Wilmer D. Sharpe, Loomis: 

OHIO,. 

Alva D~ AI.derma~ M:arietta... 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

WEDNESDAY, June 14., 191J. 
The House met at 12: o'claok noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer-: 
Our Father in hea:Ten:,. we thank Thee for our national en

sign, a thing of beauty,. which st.ands for law and order, liberty, 
justice, equal rights peaee and good will to all men; that it has 
become a national feature. to celebrate in song and sto;ry its 
official birth and incomparable history in our public school-~ by 
patriotic societies, and the people in general. Grant, 0 God, 
that the ideals which it represents may more and more abta.in; 
that it may float on in peace. over a happy, prosperoas,. God
loving P.eople forever. In the name of. tlle. Prince of Peace. 
:A.men~ 

The Journal of th~e proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY, 

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday. 
Mr: UNDERWOOD. Mr~ Speaker.,. I move that the proceed

ings under Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with for to-day. 
The SPEAKER. . Tfte g€:ntleman ftom Alabama moves that 

the proceedings under Galenda:r Wednesday be dispensed with. 
The question being taken, and, two-thirds voting in the 

affir.Inative, the motion was agreed to. 
'I-HE WOOL SCHEDULE~ 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. Ur. Speakel', I move tlurt the> H-OU:Se re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole Hoose on the 

state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
1 (It R. 11019) fe reduce the duties on: wool and manufactures' of 
wool. 

The motion wag agreed tcr. 
Acco1•dlngly the House resolved itself· info tbe Committee of 

· the Whole- House on the· state- o-f the Un.ion for the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce fb.e duties on 
wool and manufactures of wool, witlr Mr. HAY in the chair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Ml'. SJ)eaker, l yield two minutes to the 
gentleman: from EJmtueky [Ur. HEEM]. 

Mr. BELY. Mr. Chairman,. on yesterday, when the gentle· 
mll.Il from Pennsjlvania [Mr. DALZELL} was addressing the 
Houser he made a: cha.l'acterizati.on of mysel'f t.liat I do not think 
I should permit to pa£s unnoticed.. I shall not undertake to 
reply to the gentlem:.m in kind, preferring to follow the manner 
of gentle breeding ra.the:I: tlum that of the coarse and roughr 

During the course of his remarks he had, to his apparent 
satisfaction,. successfully established the error of the statement 
or the leader of the Democratic Party in his opening statement 
wilh reference to the bill under discussion regarding the pres
ent condition of the Treasury, and was proceeding to show 
how the Treasury of the United States was bulging and ple-

: thouic, and at that time I ventured to inquire whether or not 
the work on the Panama Co.na.l ha. ving progressed since 1002, 
and all the expenses incident thereto having been borne by the 
current re-venues ot the Treasury, that it occurred to me that 
if the Treasury was in the wholeseme and healthy conciltion 
that it had been since the inauglll"ation of that work, it was 
unnecessary to issue the fifty ·nnllions· of 3 per cent bonds that 
are now ooing- advertised for sale, carrYfng anr annual interest 
burden ot $1,500,000 t@ be- added to· the present $21,000,000 
annual interest account we are now carrying; that if the Treas
ury had been able to carry this expense of' over $200,000,000 
without the issue of bonds, :r questioned tfte wisd001 of issuing 
bondS at present to refund to. the Treasury the amount of 
money that had been e.xpended heret.ofore- in th~ construction 
of the canal, notwithstanding the fact that the right to· i-ssue 
such bonds had existed since August, 19-09~ It struck me as 
a little str.ange, th.at if the Treasury is in the condition de· 
scribed by- him at this very p~rtieuTar tim~ it was necessary 
for the Secretary of the Treasury to issue these bonds now. 
That statement he eharaeterfaed' as ig.no1·ant, and coming :l!rom 
an intelligence so ignorant as not to b.e worthy of an answer, 
and immediately, wifh mueh show of feeling; refused to yield 
further in order that I might reply to him and' have been eom-

. pelled to wait until this time to do so. 
And yet I fail to see, Mr. Chairman, where his chara-eteriza

tion applies; and for myself, h:rving- made this statement, I am 
willing- foi; that accusation ro rest upon the peTSOn wh-0 should 
bear sueh a characterization,. and I le.ave- it to the REcoRD to 
show whether the gentleman merits his own characterization, 
or whether I deserve it. [A.ppla.uge. on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairm~, 1 wish to call attention to the 
fact that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [!\Ir. DALZELL] was 
not in his seat this. morning during the remarks of the gentl-e
man from Kentucky. 

I now yield one hour to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BERGER). 

Mr. BERGER. Mr r Chairman, it is hurdly necessary for me 
to explain how highly I appreciate the honor of being a member 
of this House. 

There is probably .no other legislative body in the world in 
which there are so ma:ny earnest,_ bright, and interesting men. 
However, you interpret things as you s-ee them, and you. see 
them from the point of view of your class-the capitalist cla.ss. 

'l?he first question you naturally ask of any new l\Iember is, 
What is your message? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a message to deliver from the 
most advanced. and intelligent. section of the toiling· masses
from millions. of men. and women. 

If you will bear with me in patience fur an hour I shall try: 
to deliver a part of that me...~age to the best of, my ability. · 

I. n..m told that oratory counts for. little or nothing i.n this 
House-that you want facts. I am very glad of tha.t, beea use 
I hope to convince you within 5 minutes that I am .not. a.n 
orator, and within 10 minutes that I have some facts. 

Now, gentleme~ I just ask you kindly to overlook my Mil
waukee accent, out to overlook nothing else_ [Laughter:] 

Some of the gentlemen here nave repeated the old threadbare 
fallacy that the high tariff is t.o· protect labor. 

Now, 1 want it. rmdersteod that there is IliO su-eh thing as 
protection to labor in any ·tariff bilL I want. to say this in 
the name of the many millions of. enlightened workingmen in 
this country,, and 1n all other civilized countries, who, think. for 
themselvet1. 
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